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ABSTRACT
The major non-psychoanalytic theories of humor were reviewed, 
and from these the principal recurrent concepts were extracted and 
summarized. Freud’s theory was reviewed and was seen to differ from 
previous theories primarily in the emphasis assigned the role of the 
repressed personality in joking. A view alternative to Freud's was 
developed, emphasizing joking as a technique for the circumvention 
of social rather than ego defensive obstacles, in the service of ego 
syntonic rather than ego alien aggression. It was proposed that 
joking depends upon shared associations, shared expectations, and 
the release of shared inhibitions, therefore requiring a substantial 
degree of socialization within any given group, and succeeds most 
readily in a social situation providing expectation of approval and 
complicity. Since jokes are predominantly aggressive, and simulta­
neously solicit complicity and positive interpersonal feelings, it was 
proposed that joking serves to accommodate aggressive and affiliative 
tendencies which might otherwise conflict.
It was predicted that both aggressive tendencies and affilia­
tive skills would characterize those who joke with regularity, and 
that aggressive tendencies would be overt, rather than inhibited as 
Freud had suggested. The tendency to joke was assessed by peer 
ratings in a fraternity population, and conversational skill, four 
varieties of verbally aggressive behavior, and two varieties of
vii
physically aggressive behavior were similarly assessed. The peer 
rating scores for joking were correlated with corresponding scores 
for each of the other behavior tendencies.
The obtained coefficient of correlation was very high between 
joking and conversational skill, substantial between joking and each 
measure of verbal aggression, and substantial between joking and the 
tendency to physically fight. On both verbal and physical levels of 
aggression, joking was most highly correlated with the more direct 
and openly hostile behaviors, thus strongly supporting the author's 
hypothesis and failing to confirm the position of Freud.
The importance of joke technique as a disguise for aggression 
had been emphasized by Freud, who viewed the success of this disguise' 
as a necessary condition to joke enjoyment. However, if the principal 
function of joking is the circumvention of social obstacles rather than 
internal inhibitions, a joke's success would be expected to depend not 
upon failure to recognize its aggressiveness, but upon a social situa­
tion in which approval and complicity in this aggressiveness is antic­
ipated .
A study of response to aggressive jokes was conducted, in which
r . ’f
the experimental, group was oriented toward the potential aggressive­
ness of jokes and was required to rate the aggressiveness of each joke, 
thus tending to defeat the joke's disguise. Jokes hostile to both 
males and females were used, and were administered half by a male and 
half by a female experimenter. Since all subjects were males, this 
provided two situations in which habitual control of hostile aggression
viii
and the expectation of complicity were assumed to differ. Jokers and 
non-jokers were compared in their response to these conditions. While 
each subject rated the funniness of the joke, the experimenter rated 
his overt display of mirth.
It was found that recognition of aggression in the jokes did 
not impair their enjoyment, but tended to facilitate mirth with the 
male experimenter while inhibiting mirth with the female experimenter. 
Jokers exceeded non-jokers both in recognition and simultaneous en­
joyment of aggression in the jokes.
All significant differences arose with the overt mirth ratings, 
which proved a more sensitive response measure than funniness ratings 
under these experimental conditions. Overt mirth was considered the 
more critical response to both theories under investigation.
Results of both studies were interpreted in support of the 
author's hypotheses and in opposition to the hypothesis of repression 
as a basis of joking and joke enjoyment.
INTRODUCTION
Those stimuli which evoke amusement and laughter, and the 
cause of this response, have long interested students of human 
behavior. Laughter and mirth appear to be a nearly universal phenom­
enon in human life, although their stimuli may assume varying forms 
from time to time and culture to culture, and as Hall and Allin (1897) 
remark in concluding their report of the first experimental study in 
the field, "There are few more promising fields for psychological 
research." (p. 42)
Many theories of humor have been proposed, dating back at 
least to the time of Plato. The major theories will be briefly re­
viewed below, followed by an attempt to extract the common threads of 
thought and arrive at a comprehensive view which generates testable 
hypotheses on the matter.
For Plato the ludicrous consisted of lack of self-knowledge 
in others, at which we laugh. Since lack of self-knowledge is a mis­
fortune and laughter a pleasure, he reasoned, the laugher is rejoic­
ing in another's misfortune, which implies malice. Since malice is a 
painful feeling, mirth involves a "mixed feeling" of the "soul,"'*' a 
fusion of pain and pleasure.
■*-Plato. Philebus. In Hutchins, R. M. (ed.), Great Books of 
the Western WorId, Vol. 7, 1952, p. 628.
1
2Aristotle in distinguishing comedy from tragedy, observed 
that comedy depends upon a depreciated representation of its charac­
ters, depicting them as less admirable than those in real life. "The 
ludicrous," he maintained, "is merely a subdivision of the ugly." 
However, recognizing that the arousal of unpleasant feelings is incom­
patible with enjoyment of the ludicrous, he specified that it must be 
"a defect or ugliness which is not painful or destructive."^
Aristotle further makes a distinction between comedy and in­
vective jest or satire, feeling the latter to be far more malicious 
and destructive. He reproached the unkindness of those who "go into 
excess in making fun" and are thoughtless of avoiding pain to their
O
butt. A jest he described as "a kind of abuse," and even suggested 
the possibility of subjecting jesting to legal restrictions. In dis­
cussing rhetoric, however, Aristotle advised that jesting may be "of 
some service in controversy," and that it is often advantageous to 
"kill your opponent’s earnestness with jesting."
Cicero^- also advised the use of ridicule in rhetoric, defining 
this as a technique for drawing attention to something disgraceful in
•*-Aristot le. Poetics. In Hutchins, R. M. (ed.), Great Books 
of the Western World, Vol. 9, 1952, p. 683.
p
Aristotle. Nicomachean Ethics. In Hutchins, R. M. (ed. ) , 
Great Books of the Western World, Vol. 9, 1952, p. 375.
^Aristotle. Rhetoric. In Hutchins, R. M. (ed.), Great Books 
of the Western World, Vol. 9, 1952, p. 674.
^Cicero. De Oratore. Vol. 2, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1881, 
pp. 58-59.
3a manner not disgraceful to the critic. Like Aristotle, he warned 
against the arousal of uncomfortable feelings, cautioned against 
unsuitable subjects such as crime and misery, and stated that con­
siderable skill and restraint are required for effective use of this 
technique. Skillfully handled, he felt that personal defects were an 
appropriate subject of jest.
Cicero cited a variety of wit techniques, all of which are 
familiar today and remarkably timeless in Western culture. Among 
those techniques which depend primarily on manipulation of words, he 
listed ambiguity, surprise, word play, allegory, and irony. Among 
those techniques which derive their effect primarily from subject 
matter rather than words, he listed anecdote and caricature.
Quintilian also noted the effect of surprise and deceived 
expectation in producing mirth, and made the first attempt at an 
analysis of its psychological effects (reward values). These included 
"dissipating melancholy, unbending the mind from too intense applica­
tion, and renewing its powers and recruiting its strength after being 
surfeited and fatigued."  ^ This view resembles modern concepts, to be 
discussed below, that joking is associated with elation as a defense 
against depression (Coriat, 1939), and that joking results in a sav­
ings in psychological energy (Freud, 1905).
The basic classical views that wit serves as a social tech­
nique for the satisfaction of aggressive needs were reflected without
Quint i lian. De Institutione Oratoria, Vol. 6, London, 1714,
p. 3.
4significant alteration in the theories of the Renaissance.
The theories of Elizabethan England were oriented toward the 
comedy, which was viewed as functional in the correction of minor 
follies through making such follies the objects of ridicule. The 
Elizabethan critic Sir Philip Sidney''" described the comic as an imi­
tation of our common errors in life, which functions correctively by 
providing a contrast advantageous to social norms. Ben Jonson added 
that comedy is suitable only for the correction of minor deviations, 
and must deal only with minor follies rather than serious crimes, an 
observation resembling those of Aristotle and Cicero on the uses of 
wit. For Jonson, humor involved the exaggeration of a personality
trait, with comedy serving to purge such a trait and restore the
2
natural balance of the personality.
O
Dryden reaffirmed Plato's emphasis on malicious pleasure, 
which blends with enjoyment of the unexpected as the two principle 
components of mirth.
The modern psychological orientation to the broad question of 
laughter, distinct from the literary tradition, began with Descartes.^
■'"Sir Philip Sidney, An Apology for Poetry. In Gregory Smith, 
(ed.), Elizabethan Critical Essays, Vol. 1 (Oxford, 1904), pp. 176-177.
O
Ben Jonson, Induction to Every Man out of His Humour, in 
Works, Cunningham, ed. (London, 1904).
J. Dryden, Essay on Dramatic Poetry, in The Essays, W. P.
Ker, ed. (Oxford, 1900).
^R. Descartes, Passions de L'ame, Art. 178-181, in Oeuvres, 
Charles Adam et Paul Tannery (Paris, 1909).
He maintained that malice is often but is not necessarily a component 
of the ludicrous, and anticipated later anxiety reduction concepts 
with the observation that we sometimes laugh when a potential threat 
is perceived as harmless. He recognized that hostile motives are 
served by the enjoyment of defect in another, but believed that defect 
could be enjoyed only when relatively minor and seen as well deserved.
It is best enjoyed, he continued, by those feeling defect in them­
selves. Ridicule not only discourages deviations, he observed, but 
also serves to exhibit the virtues of gaiety and poise when employed 
with moderation and lacking manifestations of personal hostility.
Hobbes'*' continued the psychological orientation with his well- 
known "sudden glory" theory. For Hobbes, we laugh at mischances and 
indecencies which are encountered unexpectedly, due to a sudden feel­
ing of glory arising from recognition of some eminency in ourselves, 
compared with the inferiority of others, or of ourselves at a previous 
time. A person laughed at is triumphed over, and we do not therefore 
laugh when we or our friends are the object of the jest. He too em­
phasized the importance of avoiding strong negative feelings, and 
asserted that to be inoffensive, laughter must be at absurdities and 
infirmities abstracted from persons rather than pointedly personal.
O
John Locke drew an interesting distinction between wit and
■*-T. Hobbes, Human Nature, Ch. 9, in Works, Molesworth (ed.) 
(London, 1840).
2
J. Locke, An essay concerning human understanding, in Hutchins, 
R. M. (ed.), Great Books of the Western World, Vol. 35, 1952, p. 144.
6judgment, which corresponds rather strikingly with Freud's later iden­
tification of the primary process in wit. Locke observed that wit 
involves "quickness and variety, wherein can be found any resemblance 
or congruity, thereby to make up pleasant pictures and agreeable 
visions in the fancy," while judgment "on the contrary, lies quite on 
the other side . . . thereby to avoid being misled by similitude, and
by affinity to take one thing for another."
James Beattie (1809) developed the first clearly formulated 
theory stressing the element of incongruity in the form of all ludi­
crous stimuli. He specified that the incongruity must be to some 
extent new and surprising, and must occur in the absence of strong 
emotions. This point of view was followed and elaborated by Kant,'*' 
to whom the incongruity was always between expectation and event when 
the expectation is serious and the event is not. Laughter, Kant sug­
gested, arises from the sudden transformation of an uncomfortable
expectation into nothing.
o
Schopenhauer regarded the incongruity in the ludicrous as a 
contrast between idea and experience, with laughter resulting from 
perception of the inadequacy of a concept to comprehend a real event. 
This is typically accomplished by introduction of another point of 
view, within which the previously accepted concept is no longer
■*"1. Kant, Critique of Judgment, trans. Bernard (London, 1914), 
pp. 220-225.
O
A. Schopenhauer, The World as Wi11 and Idea, trans. Haldane 
and Kemp (London: 1906), pp. 270-280.
adequate. Pleasure results from anti-intellectual motives, the asser­
tion of perception over thought. The opposite of mirth is seriousness, 
Schopenhauer noted, which requires an effort to precisely match ideas 
with experienced reality. Jesting provides temporary respite from 
this requirement, he suggested, and the content of jests typically 
corresponds with matters of otherwise serious concern.
Herbert Spencer (1860) also regarded incongruity as the core 
of the ludicrous, but stipulated that the incongruity must be "descend­
ing," with the expectation exceeding the subsequent experienced event. 
This view resembles that of Kant, but is expanded through introduction 
of an energy concept to account for the physical manifestation of 
laughter. Spencer proposed that energy mobilized by the expectation 
is rendered unnecessary by the event, and is discharged ("overflows") 
into laughter. This is very similar to the position later developed 
by Freud (1905), who regarded a saving and consequent discharge of 
psychic energy as the basis of all mirth.
Alexander Bain (1888) proposed that laughter involves a feeling 
of superiority and a release from constraint. The comic is a release 
from the serious, with laughter resulting particularly upon release 
from a coerced sobriety. Thus, the comic arises from rejection of 
the dignified, solemn, or serious.
The early psychologist Harald Hoffding (1891) modified this 
idea and suggested that laughter involves an experience of relief or 
liberation, particularly from authority in which we are ever ready to 
detect the ludicrous. Penjon (1893) endorsed this position, regarding 
laughter as the assertion of our natural freedom through relaxation
of the constraints which ordinarily oppose it. For Penjon also, 
laughter always involved a feeling of freedom, liberation, and relief 
from constraint.
Gregory (1923) maintained that an element of relief is common 
to all forms of laughter. Dewey (1894-95) regarded laughter as a 
relief following suspense, in a situation where interest is focused 
on the outcome rather than the process. Kallen (1911) suggested that 
laughter accompanies the rest ration of a previously disturbed equilib­
rium.
Bergson's (1911) is a well-known and interesting theory. In 
his view we laugh always at rigidity, automatisms of behavior, par­
ticularly when they are demonstrated to be maladaptive. The essential 
element in everything ludicrous is "something mechanical encrusted 
on the living" (p. 37). By "living" he seems to refer to natural and 
adaptive functioning, and the contrast or incongruity in the ludicrous 
is always between this and something mechanical in life such as bodily 
needs or blind habits. The ludicrous is experienced intellectually, 
and "laughter has no greater foe than emotion" (p. 4). If emotion is 
aroused, the comic effect disappears.
Bergson integrated this view within a social corrective con­
ception of comic function. He stated that the ludicrous always in­
volves "an unavowed intention to humiliate, and consequently to 
correct our neighbor" (p. 136) of his maladaptive rigidity. In the 
comic situation a person typically follows his own inclinations, in­
dependent of social expectations and realities. This is a situation
9analogous to play, in which we are momentarily tempted to join and 
relax our concern with such realities. The corrective laughter is 
always the laughter of a group, reflecting a particular point of view 
and a particular system of learned social values.
James Sully (1907) underscored the importance of arousing the 
play mood, and while recognizing the diversity of the laughable, felt 
that the common element is "a failure to satisfy some standard re­
quirement, as that of a law or custom, provided that it (can be) viewed 
as harmless"(p. 139). Both he and Bergson relate the various forms 
of comic art to situations characteristic of early childhood, and 
Sully (1907, p. 376) observed that "comedy necessarily tends to slacken 
the cords which bind us to society," is amoral and tolerant in attitude, 
and thereby "puts us in an easy frame of mind, in which we are per­
fectly content with the world as it is."
William McDougall (1923) proposed the unorthodox view that 
laughter is not an expression of pleasure, as is smiling, but is a 
response to a situation which would otherwise be unpleasant. It is a 
natural antidote for the sympathetic tendencies necessary to social 
living, but which render man "liable to suffer a thousand pains and 
depressions upon a thousand occasions of mishap to his fellows"(p.
168). Laughter enables us to avoid these frequent painful empathies 
in situations of minor misfortune to others, and serves to dissipate 
depression and promote euphoria. Freud (1905) attributed this prop­
erty to humor, as a specific subcategory of the ludicrous, which he 
viewed as a circumvention of painful empathy yielding a saving in affect.
10
Max Eastman (1921) agreed with Kallen and McDougall that dis­
equilibrium precedes laughter, which restores a sense of wellbeing 
and is a mechanism "for making the best of a bad thing" (p. 7). He 
suggested that some shock or disappointment is always combined with a 
compensatory satisfaction, recalling the "mixed feelings" of Plato.
We must give up some illusion or convention, Eastman maintains, but 
gain in return a compensatory satisfaction such as sexual stimulation, 
aggressive release, or a feeling of superiority.
Katherine Wilson (1927) arrived at a similar position in a 
paper on aesthetic and ethical aspects of humor. She regarded the 
sense of humor as an adjustment to the unpleasant, which purges or 
avoids bitterness by lifting our unpleasant experiences to an 
aesthetic plane where they delight instead of harrass us.
Summary of Non-Psychoanalytic Theories
The above theories treat the question of mirth from three dif­
ferent perspectives, focusing attention on (1) the motives, purposes, 
and psychological functions of jest, (2) the social functions of 
jesting and comic art forms, or (3) the formal characteristics of 
ludicrous stimuli, attempting to identify those structural properties 
of a stimulus necessary to evoke mirth. These represent three dis­
tinct orientations to humor theory. The first and third correspond to 
what Eysenck (1943) has designated the "orectic" and "cognitive" 
aspects of joke formation, or to what Freud (1905) discusses as joke 
"tendency" and joke technique, respectively.
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The concepts proposed within each of these theoretical frames 
of reference will be summarized below. Those theories within the 
first frame of reference, oriented toward the motives and psychologi­
cal functions of jest, fall into three categories:
(1) Theories emphasizing wit and joking as an outlet for 
hostile, aggressive, and competitive inclinations. The early Greek 
theorists uniformly endorsed this view, which perhaps reflects the 
extensive use of ridicule in their time as a technique of debate, and 
as a basis of their comic theater which originated in the fifth cen­
tury B.C. from traveling bands of entertainers who travestied and 
ridiculed public personalities and local bystanders. An aggressive 
purpose is assumed in the Elizabethan theories of the "social correc­
tive" function of comedy, and the theory that strivings for aggression
and dominance motivate joking was proposed by Hobbes,'*' supported by 
2 2Dryden, Descartes, and Bain (1859), and enlarged by Bergson (1911).
(2) Theories emphasizing the assumption and enjoyment of a 
playful mood. The non-serious or less-serious-than-expected is a 
concept inherent to the incongruity theories of Kant‘S and Spencer 
(1860), and is implied in the modern theory of Berlyne (1960). It is 
central to Sully's (1907) theory, and included centrally in the theory 
of Bergson (1911).
(3) Theories stressing the pleasure of relief or release from
•*~0p. cit. 
•*0p . cit.
^0p. cit. 
\)p . cit.
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unpleasant reality. This was first proposed by Descartes,^  regarded 
as central by Dewey (1894-95), ICallen (1911), and Gregory (1923), 
rephrased by Eastman (1922) and McDougall (1923) as an avoidance or 
adjustment reaction to the unpleasant, and enlarged by Bain (1859), 
Penjon (1893), and Hoffding (1896) to include the pleasure of relief 
from any restrictive convention or requirement of everyday, realistic 
thought.
This latter view seems to comprehend the others, since it in­
cludes play as relief from reality and the release of aggression as 
an instance of release from constraint.
A second major theoretical frame of reference has been con­
cerned with the function of joking as a social institution. This 
originated in Elizabethan corrective theory and has been supported by
O
Descartes, Sully (1907), Bergson (1911) and others, who note the 
function served by humor in the reinforcement of social norms.
Other proposed social functions served by joking are the pro­
motion of social solidarity (Sully, 1907), the communication of a 
spirit of safety, impunity, and absence of threat (Sully, 1907), and 
the dissipation of hostility which might otherwise be socially disrup­
tive (Sully, 1907; Word, 1960). Word (1960) also cites joking as a 
safe vehicle for minority opposition to majority opinion, and thus as 
an institution facilitating social change.
Ipp. cit.
2Ibid.
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A third major theoretical orientation has focused attention 
on the formal or structural properties of ludicrous stimuli. While 
structure (technique) and function (purpose) are never easily differ­
entiated, these theories may be said to emphasize structure. Cicero’*' 
and Quintilian first noted the element of surprise or unexpectedness 
as a formal property of ludicrous stimuli. The violation of expecta­
tion was also noted by Dryden3 and Hobbes,^ and is the core of the 
"intellectualist" theories which stress an incongruity between expec­
tation and event. Since all incongruity is not ludicrous, these 
theorists have typically endeavored to identify the specifically ludi­
crous form of incongruity, and seem in general agreement with Kant-’ 
that the event must be less serious than the expectation. Spencer 
(1860) described this as a "descending" incongruity, where energy 
mobilized for a serious, adaptive anticipation is found to be unneces­
sary and is discharged through laughter. This view resembles that of 
Freud (1905) and Berlyne (1960). For Schopenhauer,^ the expectation 
reflects a learned idea or concept, and the resulting incongruity 
demonstrates the inadequacy of thought to comprehend reality, yielding 
anti-intellectual pleasure. Locke stressed the unreality of orienta­
tion and illogical thought mechanisms in wit, which he recognized to 
be in psychological opposition to the processes of serious judgment.
10R- cit. 2pp_ cit.
3 OR- cit. 4Op. cit.
3Op. cit. 3Op. cit.
7Or . cit.
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Each of these views suggests a brief regressive event, where 
the secondary process is suddenly rendered unnecessary or inappro­
priate to the stimulus, and the effort of everyday reality testing is 
momentarily reduced.
This seems to be the core of Bergson's (1911) theory, which 
stresses the spontaneous in contrast with the conventional and habitual. 
Bergson relates this to the spirit of play, where it is permissible to 
disregard convention and reality as represented by the prevailing 
system of social values.
Thus, it may be argued that these incongruity theories of the 
ludicrous might be subsumed under the more general concepts of play 
and release from ordinary constraint. Freud (1928) attributed this 
property to humor, describing it as a "triumph of narcissism" and a 
"triumph of the pleasure principle" over the reality principle.
Psychoanalytic Theory
An elaborate theory of jokes, humor, and the comic has been 
developed by Freud and subsequent psychoanalysts. Freud's attention 
was directed primarily to joking, in which he identified the same 
primary process mechanisms of condensation, displacement, and indirect 
representation previously identified in dream formation (Freud, 1905). 
This suggested to him the operation of the unconscious personality in 
joking. In his view, unconscious needs may also be served by joking, 
and this proposal that joking is a product of the unconscious person­
ality is Freud's fundamental addition to the theories which preceded 
him.
15
Jokes which serve underlying, drive-related purposes are 
designated by Freud (1905, p. 90) "tendentious." If successful, he 
maintained, such jokes provide a disguised outlet for response or 
impulse tendencies which would otherwise be inhibited. The pleasure 
source derives from a liberation of energy ordinarily employed in 
counter-cathexis which yields "an economy in expenditure on inhibi­
tion" (p. 119). Energy normally bound in the service of inhibitory 
controls is suddenly rendered unnecessary and released, with a sharp, 
pleasurable reduction in tension. Therefore, Freud continues, for a 
joke to be successful its underlying tendency must remain unrecog­
nized; otherwise, anxiety associated with the impulse will be aroused, 
controls will be maintained rather than circumvented, and tension re­
duction will not occur.
If the joke fails to disguise its potentially anxiety-arousing 
content through its technique the listener or reader may well experience 
discomfort rather than pleasure, and his response will be unrewarding to 
the joker. Freud (1905, p. 143) strongly emphasizes this social aspect 
of joking, stating that "An urge to tell the joke to someone is inex­
tricably bound up with the joke-work," and that the joking process is 
incomplete without the participation of another. "Laughter is among the 
highly infectious expressions of psychical states," Freud (1905, p. 156) 
continues, and the joker uses the listener to arouse his own laughter, 
a discharge of energy not fully enjoyed through the joke's private in­
vention due to the expenditure of energy on the joke-worlc.
Thus, a joke depends upon the manifest appreciation of the
listener, which in turn depends upon successful disguising of tenden­
tious content. Freud regarded this content as typically sexual or 
aggressive in nature, and believed that "Aggressive tendentious jokes 
succeed best in people in (whom) a powerful sadistic component is 
demonstrable, which is more or less inhibited in real life" (1905, p. 
143).
Levine and Redlich (1955) follow this view that if the under­
lying tendency is perceived, repression will be activated and the 
joke will not be enjoyed. Brill (1940) reports the simultaneous 
beginnings of a humor sense and disguised dreams in the four to five 
age range, and cites this as evidence that jokes, like dreams, are a 
product of the repressed personality. Grotjahn (1957) maintained 
that jokes, like dreams, were repressed due to their anxiety arousing 
content.
This view that jokes arise from the repressed, unconscious 
personality may be disputed on several grounds. The identification 
of the primary process in joking does not necessarily imply the in­
volvement of the repressed personality. Kris (1952) points out that 
the primary process may be controlled by the ego, accessible to the 
conscious personality through controlled regression, and central to 
many forms of creativity.
It may also be argued that the aggressive needs served by 
joking have remained no secret to observers throughout the centuries, 
as had the meaning of dreams and neurotic symptoms which more demon­
strably derive from the repressed unconscious. Joking is a product
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of the waking, conscious personality, and tends to facilitate social 
living which is not the case with dreams and neurotic habits. A more 
defensible hypothesis might be that jokes release tendencies ordinar­
ily subjected to restraint, but not necessarily repression.
Freud (1905) also attempted to differentiate between jokes, 
which involve a saving in inhibition, the comic which saves expendi­
ture of energy on realistic thought, and humor which saves an expen­
diture of empathic affect. A later paper enlarged on this distinction 
(Freud, 1928), and dealt primarily with the relationship between ego 
and superego occurring in humor. In humor, he suggested, the super­
ego is hypercathected and assumes a kindly attitude toward the ego.
Much subsequent psychoanalytic thinking has been preoccupied 
with this ego-superego relationship. Winterstein (1934) agrees that 
the superego attitude is maternal and protective of the ego. He 
posits orality as central to the personality of the humorist, includ­
ing oral eroticism, pessimism derived from oral frustration, cyclo­
thymic tendencies, and a prominently developed maternal superego from 
early identifications. Reik, cited by Winterstein, relates joking 
which involves irony and sarcasm to oral sadism. Eisenbud (1964) 
relates humor to oral needs, describing humor as a mastery of situa­
tions generating anxiety over helplessness, thus reassuring the ego of 
self-sufficiency. The anxiety over object loss is allayed by holding 
the audience, and participation in a giving-passively receiving rela­
tionship is enjoyed. Peto (1946), observing the laughing and smiling 
of infants, concluded that laughing consists of oral movements
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representing an impulse to incorporate the joy-exciting stimulus, and 
buttresses this argument with the observation that gestures of joy in 
some primitive cultures involve incorporative symbolism. Dooley 
(1934) believed irony to be the forerunner of humor, mediated by a 
more primitive and sadistic superego, with humor growing out of the 
more mature superego. Melanie Klein also noted the development of 
humor coincident with decreasing harshness of the superego (Coriat, 
1939), and Anna Freud stated that humor can develop in a child only 
after the fear of punishment is overcome (Bergler, 1937). Brody 
(1950), Bergler (1937), and a later paper by Dooley (1941) stress 
an element of psychological masochism in humor, taking a less optimis­
tic view of the superego's role.
Blatz (1936), Eidelberg (1945), and Kris (1952) emphasize the 
regression in humor and its control by the ego. Kris also relates 
the laughable to ego mastery, particularly the tendency to play with 
recently mastered tasks, a view supported by the findings of 
Wolfenstein (1951) in her study of humor in children.
Thus, psychoanalytic theory and evidence since Freud suggests 
that the genesis of humor and joking is related to anxiety mastery, 
particularly anxiety originating at an oral level and retaining oral 
expressive characteristics. It appears further related to the handling 
of sadistic and masochistic impulses during superego development, and 
in the adult personality, requires an ability for controlled regression. 
These contributions constitute a psychologically detailed elaboration 
of previous theories stressing play, relief, and aggression.
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Theoretical Contributions of Psychology
Contemporary psychology has contributed two theoretical points 
of view, neither differing significantly from previous ideas. A 
Gestalt position has been suggested by Sears (1934), Maier (1932), 
and Bateson (1953), which conceives a joke to be a complex gestalt 
involving incongruous elements between which closure must be effected. 
Both Sears and Maier observed that a configuration of elements with 
an initial closure tendency is presented, and is then violated by the 
punch line, producing an unexpected configuration.
An attempt to account for the pleasure source in joke struc­
ture was made by Willmann (1940). He suggested that incongruity 
intrinsically arouses anxiety, which is reduced by joke closure. When 
tendentious content is involved, an idea which arouses anxiety is 
presented in an incongruous, hence unreal and anxiety reducing, form.
A similar view was proposed by Laffal, Levine, and Redlich (1953), 
who added that an optimum, painless level of anxiety arousal must be 
involved, and must be reduced quickly. Berlyne (1960) extends this 
viewpoint, and incorporates the energy savings concept of Freud. He 
states that all laughter evoking stimuli involve a factor of threat, ' 
discomfort, uncertainty, or surprise, producing anticipatory arousal 
of attention and adaptive readiness, together with a factor denoting 
safety, readjustment, or clarification. Among the latter in the case 
of humor are the playful mood or setting and the complicity of others 
laughing.
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Group and Cultural Sanctions
It has been observed by Freud (1905) and others that laughter 
is infectious. This probably results from the communication of a 
spirit of play and safety suggested by Sully (1907). Margaret Mead 
notes that nearly any stimulus is sufficient to produce laughter when 
a group is enjoying a mirthful mood (Bateson, 1953). The author has 
observed that group homogeneity with respect to sex and age seems to 
contribute to such a mood, probably due to the expectation of compli­
city in the release of shared inhibitions.
These considerations underline the importance of social condi­
tions which provide an atmosphere of safety, involving a non-serious 
orientation and the expectation of complicity. Such conditions are 
perhaps more influential in the enjoyment of joking than is the cir­
cumvention of intrapsychic obstacles.
The joking relationships first identified by Lowie (1935) and 
commonly observed in primitive cultures (Murdock, 1938) provide 
further evidence of the importance of social sanctions. These are 
relationships of privileged familiarity (Chappie and Coon, 1942) which 
permit of greater license in the expression of potentially disruptive 
impulses than would otherwise be tolerated. Cruel practical jokes and 
merciless ridicule must often be accepted in a joking spirit within 
such a relationship (Lowie, 1935), and unusual sexual familiarity may 
also be allowed (Chappie and Coon, 1942).
The humorous mythology of primitive cultures may involve a 
similar relaxation of restraint. The tales of "Coyote" among the plateau
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Indians represent their chief protagonist as vain, greedy, and 
lascivious, a mischievious trickster whose misbehavior seems to render 
him the most popular myth figure of the Nez Perce culture (Skeels,
1954).
Experimental Studies
The bulk of modern experimental evidence attempts to relate 
humor preferences to personality variables. Interest has been focused 
on response to joke and cartoon stimuli, and little attention has been 
devoted to the characteristics of persons who employ joking as an 
everyday social technique. This may be attributed to the widespread 
acceptance of Freud's assumption of a strong dynamic similarity be­
tween the inventor of a joke and its enjoyer, and to the adaptability 
of the mirth response to a stimulus-response experimental model.
Joke preferences have been factor analyzed by Andrews (1943),
a
Eysenck (1942, 1943), Cattell (1947), Tollefson (1961), Luborsky and 
Cattell (1947), and Yarnold and Berkeley (1954). Eysenck reports a 
general (sense of humor) factor accounting for 10-20% of the obtained 
variance. The other studies tended to isolate a sexual factor, one or 
two non-hostile factors such as "naivete" and "good-natured play" 
(Cattell, 1947), and several aggressive factors. Ten of Cattell's 
thirteen primary factors involve an aggressive component, and when 
this test was re-analyzed by Yarnold and Berkeley employing higher 
criteria for item inclusion in a cluster, five of seven factors obtained 
were aggressive in nature. Attempts to correlate joke preferences with 
personality traits have proved inconclusive.
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Studies on the mirth response indicate that those who enjoy 
aggressive jokes are characterized by "ease of dri* e discharge" 
(Rosenwald, 1964) and a tendency to confront rather than avoid threat 
(Ul'lmann and Lim, 1962). They describe asocial sentiments (Murray, 
1934), invent aggressive TAT imagery (Grziwok and Scodel, 1956), and 
among neuropsychiatric patients, engage in more aggressive ward 
behavior (Byrne, 1956), than do subjects less inclined to appreciate 
aggressive humor. Hostile wit is enjoyed more by males than by 
females (O'Connell, 1962), which perhaps reflects Grotjahn's (1957) 
observation that hostile wit enjoys greater cultural approval for 
males. Anxious subjects are less able to enjoy hostile wit in the 
presence of an opposite sex experimenter (Doris and Fierman, 1956). 
These findings do not support the contention that aggressive humor 
is best enjoyed by those who otherwise repress or inhibit their 
aggressive tendencies, but tend to again indicate the importance of 
social cues and sanctions.
Omwalce (1939), Brumbaugh (1939), and Brackett (1934) cite the 
general facilitating effect of a social setting on the mirth response, 
but research is conspicuously lacking on the influence of particular 
social cues on response to particular classes of joke stimuli.
A considerable body of evidence relates the facility for joke 
enjoyment to indices of psychological health. These indices include 
ego strength (Roberts, 1959), lack of repression (O'Connell and 
Peterson, 1964), lack of severe anxiety or severe symptoms among psy­
choneurotic patients (Roberts, 1959), reality contact (Roberts, 1959),
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general measures of adjustment (Rosenwald, 1964; O'Connell, 1962), 
and lack of authoritarianism (Cleland, 1957). Since much joking is 
aggressive, this relationship of joke enjoyment to psychological health 
is not consistent with the hypothesis of repressed aggression as its 
basis.
These studies suggest the potential promise of joke stimuli 
in the clinical evaluation of personality. Other studies have related 
joke preferences to "anal expulsiveness" and "oral sadism" as identi­
fied by the Blacky Test (Weiss, 1954), areas of sexual conflict simi­
larly identified (Frankel, 1953), and MAS anxiety (Hammes and Wiggins, 
1962). Redlich, Levine, and Sohler (1951) report a variety of specific 
deficits in the mirth response related to particular clinical syndromes.
Despite the promise of many of these findings, more basic 
research contributing to a sound, general theory of humor is needed 
before individual differences in this function can be meaningfully 
evaluated.
Proposed Theory and Hypotheses
The present author suggests a view alternative to Freud's, 
based upon the major concepts of the theories reviewed above and com­
patible with research findings to the present. While not dissimilar 
to Freud's position in many essential respects, this view is divergent 
on one fundamental point: the role of the repressed personality in
joking, which as indicated above, is Freud's principal departure from 
previous theories. Although Freud recognized that joking serves to 
circumvent external obstacles to the expression of aggressive
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tendencies, he believed that internal obstacles as well must be cir­
cumvented. A joke permits attack of an adversary, Freud (1905, p.
103) maintained, which would not be possible "openly or consciously," 
and is particularly suitable when the adversary is "protected by 
internal inhibitions and external circumstances from direct disparage­
ment" (Freud, 1905, p. 105). Thus, while distinguishing internal from 
external obstacles, he does not exploit this distinction and in his 
theory treats both as a unitary concept. It is this point of view
which led Freud to the proposal that aggressive tendentious joking
and joke enjoyment is a product of repressed aggression which tends
to be inhibited in overt, everyday behavior.
The alternative view here proposed is that joking is a learned 
technique for the socially appropriate expression of ego-syntonic 
aggression (against persons, institutions, conventions, and other 
impulse-restraining forces), that aggressive joking and joke enjoyment 
rely heavily on social cues and sanctions, and that the underlying 
aggression need not remain unrecognized but only acceptable within the 
immediate social context for a joke to succeed in its mirth-evoking 
purpose. This resembles the classical views which emphasize wit and 
comedy as skilled social techniques serving aggressive purposes, effec­
tive only with subject matter, timing, and form of expression appro­
priate to the situation.
It is further compatible with social corrective theories which 
emphasize laughter as the expression of a group (socialized) viewpoint, 
depending for its stimulation on shared expectations and associations.
In order to grasp a joke's alluded-to meaning, the listener's associa­
tions must correspond with those of the joker, and must therefore be 
preconscious and shared in common by both. If the necessary associa­
tions are repressed they will be unavailable to the listener and the 
joke will fail. Thus, use of repression as a defense would be expected 
to impair rather than facilitate joke use and enjoyment, a conclusion 
supported by the findings of O'Connell and Peterson (1964).
The present author inclines toward a "relief from restraint" 
view of ludicrous phenomena, involving brief and sudden regression to
a more effortless level of any psychological function. Restraint is
conceived broadly to include all habits of living which involve
socialization and the accommodation of more primitive impulses to 
environmental restrictions.
In humor we are relieved, as Freud (1905) and McDougall (1923) 
have suggested, of our customary habits of empathy when these would 
involve discomfort. This relief is capable of enjoyment only by those 
sufficiently mature to empathize closely with others, which would 
account for the positive relationship found by O'Connell (1960) between 
"adjustment" and preference for humor over other forms of joke stimuli.
In comic comparison we are relieved, as Freud (1905) suggested, 
from the effort of realistically or accurately conceptualizing an 
event, behavior pattern, or personage. In addition, we are frequently 
relieved of adherence to our customary attitudes of respect for author­
ity, the exalted, and the sublime, which are characteristically
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debased through comic representation. It is this aspect of comic com­
parison which is typically encountered in aesthetic theories which 
define humor and comedy as a discrepancy between pretension and truth. 
It is likely that neither Don Quixote nor Sir John Falstaff would 
have succeeded so well as comic figures had they not represented an 
exalted class toward whom respect was customary, relief from which was 
particularly relished in the late Renaissance during the early stir­
rings of egalitarian sentiment.
Wit relieves us, as Freud (1905) persuasively argued, from
(1) our customary adherence to the rules of realistic, logical thought, 
and in the case of tendentious wit, from (2) inhibition of hostile or 
sexual aggression which the situation would otherwise require.
It is proposed that relief from these customary habits of 
thought and impulse control is made possible by arousal of a non- 
serious mood in which ordinary reality testing is unnecessary, a mood 
implying conditions of safety and dependent upon an absence of imme­
diate goal-orientation which would require serious judgment. Such a 
mood is facilitated by a group setting (Omwake, 1939, Brumbaugh, 1939, 
Brackett, 1934), probably due to group approval and mutual complicity 
in the relaxation of shared inhibitions. The expectation of approval 
and complicity would seem an important social condition to mirth, 
since mirth is a spontaneous, visible admission of pleasure which ren­
ders one vulnerable to disapprobation if the source of the pleasure 
should prove unacceptable to witnesses.
A joke not only depends upon the favorable response of the
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listener, as Freud (1905) indicated, but is a direct solicitation of 
complicity and positive interpersonal feeling. When an aggressive 
impulse is expressed through joking, it is simultaneous with cues de­
noting a non-serious and therefore harmless intent, thereby inviting 
complicity and discouraging a defensive or counter-aggressive response. 
This, together with the socialized and situation-appropriate nature of 
joking and its reliance upon shared expectations and modes of thought, 
suggests that individuals who joke are well socialized and motivated 
to get along well with others.
At the same time, factor analysis and everyday observation 
indicate that the content of jokes is predominantly aggressive. Burt 
(1945) has suggested that joking may serve any need denied direct ex­
pression, but it may be argued that only certain classes of impulse, 
notably those involving sexual or assaultive aggression, consistently 
encounter social obstacles which would require the indirect strategy 
of joke technique. Therefore, prominent aggressive tendencies may be 
reasonably inferred in those personalities who joke with regularity. 
Since arguments and experimental evidence presented above dispute the 
operation of repression in joking, it is proposed that propensities 
for overt rather than repressed aggression characterize those who joke. 
Due to psychoanalytic findings which suggest the importance of orality 
in joking, verbal aggressiveness would be particularly anticipated.
Since affiliative and aggressive needs may frequently conflict,
and since both seem to be reflected in joking, it suggests that joking
serves as an accommodation between these two tendencies, satisfying 
both when successful.
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These considerations led to four basic hypotheses:
(1) It was predicted that joking would be positively correlated with 
independent measures of both affiliative and overtly aggressive 
behavior.
(2) It was predicted that joke enjoyment would not depend upon the 
aggressiveness of the joke remaining hidden from the conscious person­
ality .
(3) It was predicted that those inclined to joke would be more com­
fortable with the conscious enjoyment of joking aggression than would 
those disinclined to joke, due to the prediction of greater ego- 
syntonic aggressiveness in the former group.
(4) It was predicted that enjoyment of aggressive jokes would depend 
primarily upon a social context providing the expectation of approval 
and complicity.
Hypothesis (1) was investigated with a peer rating procedure. 
It was predicted that the tendency to joke as assessed by peer ratings 
would be positively correlated with conversational (affiliative) skill 
and a variety of socially aggressive behaviors, similarly assessed.
It was anticipated that joking would be more highly correlated with 
verbal than physical aggressiveness. The alternative "repression" 
theory would predict a negative correlation between joking and overtly 
aggressive social behavior.
In order to investigate hypotheses (2), (3), and (4), a study 
was designed to compare the effects of social cues, and cues exposing 
underlying aggression to the conscious personality, on joke enjoyment.
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The social setting was varied by use of a male and a female experi- 
m"-/v:er, employing jokes hostile to both males and females. The dis- 
ng function of the joke technique was defeated in the 
experimental groups by alerting them to the jokes' aggressiveness, 
which they were required to rate for each joke. Response to these 
conditions was compared for subjects inclined to joke and subjects not 
so inclined.
Freud (1905) proposed that some feature of a joke's form must 
distract attention from the underlying content for the joke to succeed. 
He stated that there is "something in the joke's form of expression 
which catches (attention), so that in the meantime the liberation of 
the inhibitory cathexis and its discharge may be completed . . ."
(p. 152). This view, founded on his "repression theory" of joking, 
would predict a general inhibition of mirth when attention is alerted 
to the underlying aggressiveness of the jokes. It would further pre­
dict this effect most conspicuously among those who joke, to whom 
aggression is presumed ego-alien.
The present author predicted (hypothesis 2) no such general 
inhibition of mirth due to the arousal of repressive defenses, and pre­
dicted in opposition to Freud's position (hypothesis 3) that aggres­
siveness in the jokes would be more consciously acceptable to jokers 
than non-jokers, evidenced both by its recognition and admitted enjoy­
ment .
It was further predicted (hypothesis 4) that greater inhibition 
of mirth would result among male subjects in the presence of the female
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experimenter, particularly in response to jokes hostile to females, 
due to habitual restraint of aggression with females and uncertainty 
of her expected complicity in enjoyment of the aggression. Particular 
sensitivity to the social cues was anticipated among the jokers, but the 
prediction of specific differences between experimental groups on this 
basis was not attempted.
METHOD
Independent Variables
The tendency to joke was assessed by peer ratings. Each sub­
ject was rated by his fraternity brothers on his probability of per­
forming well in a "joking contest." At the same time, he was similarly 
rated for conversational skill and for his tendencies to engage in 
several aggressive behaviors.
The subject was presented with a series of "hypothetical situa­
tions," each followed by a list of the men in his fraternity. At the 
right of each name was a 7-point scale. Subject was instructed to 
read each situation, and then to go down the list and check those men 
who definitely would and those who would not behave in the manner 
described or function well in the described situation. He was asked 
to then rate all remaining men somewhere in between the two extreme 
rating points on the remaining 5-point continuum. (See Appendix A.)
The rating procedure was adapted from the technique employed 
by Gardner and Thompson (1956), which was an attempt to develop an 
interval scale for social ratings. It required approximately twenty 
minutes to complete, and was well received by the majority of subjects, 
who typically described it as interesting and stimulating of thought 
about each other. Considerable interest was expressed in the results, 
with frequent disappointment that no results of individual ratings 
would be divulged.
In addition to choosing fraternity representatives for a "jok­
ing contest," subject was required to differentiate his peers on seven
31
other types of behavior, six aggressive and one affiliative. The 
behavior specified in each "hypothetical situation" was intended to 
operationally represent relatively broad behavioral dispositions, re­
flecting on the aggressive dimension varying degrees of directness in 
aggressive interaction, and varying degrees of frankness or openness 
in the expression of hostility.
As an index of general affiliative skill, subject was asked 
to choose from his fraternity those companions he would prefer, on 
the basis of general conversational ability, to entertain some foreign 
visitors for an evening. It was assumed that choice of such a com­
panion would be related to verbal fluency, familiarity and conformity 
with social proprieties, the ability to put others at ease, and 
general success at making oneself well-liked. Moreover, the careful 
control of aggressive impulses would be required in such a situation.
Two basic modes of aggressive behavior, verbal and physical, 
were sampled. Since it was hypothesized that joking would be corre­
lated primarily with verbal aggression, four of the six aggressive 
behaviors were verbal.
As a measure of verbal aggression involving open, undisguised 
hostility, the tendency to slander ("bad mouth") an adversary was rated. 
This behavior would involve the most visible ill feeling of all the 
verbal behaviors rated, and was the only verbal behavior sufficiently 
unattractive to generate refusals by some subjects to differentiate 
their fraternity brothers.
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Direct, competitive verbal aggression was measured by rated 
probabilities of entering and winning an argument against heavy odds. 
While this would be unlikely to involve visible anger or ill feeling, 
it is direct, combative, aggressive interaction at a verbal level.
A willingness and talent for verbal aggression at a somewhat 
greater distance, removed from the arena of direct social interaction, 
was measured by choosing men best suited to write a "forceful com­
plaint" on the fraternity's behalf. This would involve hostility at 
a less personal level than slander, and does not require direct, 
aggressive social interaction.
Stubborn resistance to persuasion was rated as a sample of 
passive aggression at a verbal level. This does not involve self- 
assertive aggression, but rather resistance to another's influence. 
Hostility is not clearly and directly expressed, but is manifested 
indirectly through the deliberate annoyance of others and the with­
holding of cooperation. This was regarded as the least assertive and 
least openly aggressive of the verbal aggressive behaviors .
Two levels of physical aggression were measured; The prob­
ability of fighting under minimal provocation was rated as an index 
of direct, combative, admittedly hostile physical aggression; ath­
leticism served as a measure of competitive physical aggressiveness 
without the directly hostile and assaultive quality of fighting.
It can be seen that the social desirability of these behaviors 
varies considerably, probably eliminating this response bias as a 
source of spurious correlation between the several ratings.
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The instructions and hypothetical situations presented to each 
subject, and a copy of one of the rating sheets, are included in Appen­
dix A. The situations are listed in the order administered, and were 
arranged in this order to minimize the visibility of aggression as 
experimenter's focus of interest. No common thread was perceived by 
subjects subsequently interviewed.
The rating forms were distributed to the subjects in their 
fraternity houses, and were completed independently by all subjects 
observed by experimenter. Most were completed at the time they were 
distributed, but some were done the following day. Subjects were in­
structed to complete the rating forms independently, and according to 
subsequent reports by experimenter's contacts within the houses, no 
collaboration was observed. Of 129 forms distributed, 108 were re­
turned .
The fraternities ranged in size from sixteen to thirty-one mem­
bers living in a house. Only those men living in a house, who were 
presumably well acquainted through living together, rated each other. 
The number of raters contributing to a score ranged from thirteen to 
thirty.
It was assumed that the frequency with which a subject engaged 
in behavior resembling that described would be reflected in the ratings 
as a consistency of reputation, with those most inclined toward the 
behavior producing the least variability in rater judgments. There­
fore, differences in the variability of ratings were inherent to the 
measuring procedure. Also, each rater's experience with the ratee was
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to some extent unique, and therefore no two raters were basing their 
judgments on the same stimuli. In view of this, the concept of inter­
judge reliability did not seem applicable.
The reliability index selected is descriptive and clearly in­
dicates the high degree of agreement obtained between raters. A 4% 
sample was chosen at random from the ratings for each behavior de­
scription, and the average percentage of agreement between raters was 
calculated for each sample. Agreement was defined as a rating within 
one scale point of the mean rating (rounded to the nearest whole 
number). Thus, these estimates represent the percentage of ratings 
falling within a 3-point range along the 7-point scale, or in the 
case of mean ratings less than one point from the extremes, a 2-point 
range. The percentages of agreement thus obtained were 66%, (slander), 
707o (stubborness), 71% (conversational ability), 75%, (argumentation), 
81% (complaint writing and joking), and 83% (athleticism and fighting), 
with an overall mean of 76%. These figures indicate a very satisfac­
tory level of agreement between raters, and suggest that this technique 
of providing operational examples of behavior dispositions has consid­
erable discriminative power as a basis for the interpersonal measure­
ment of behavior.
Dependent Variables
Response to jokes of varying aggressive content was measured by 
use of forty jokes printed on 3x5 index cards. These were chosen from 
a pool of seventy-eight jokes, which had been selected by the author 
from joke books and magazines to represent clearly hostile, subtly
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hostile, and non-hostile joke categories. The 78 jokes shown to seven 
judges, and only those classified in one of the above three categories 
by six of the seven judges were used. The final selection included 
ten jokes clearly hostile to males and ten clearly hostile to females, 
five subtly hostile to males and five subtly hostile to females, and 
ten classified as non-hostile.
The order of joke presentation was arranged to distribute evenly 
the different joke categories throughout the series. Every four jokes 
contained one clearly hostile to a male, one clearly hostile to a 
female, one subtly hostile (to males and females alternately through­
out the series), and one not hostile. The order of these was varied 
within each group of four.
The jokes were presented to subject one by one, and his overt 
mirth response was rated by experimenter on a 7-point scale. Overt 
mirth is a response easily scaled and reliably ratable. The present 
scale closely resembles that employed by Vidulich and Bayley (1966), 
which was based on observation of amusement naturally expressed in 
social interactions. It was intended to reflect varying degrees of 
energy spontaneously discharged through behavior expressive of plea­
sure. The scale, with scoring criteria and point values, was as 
follows:
A - Aversive reaction: Any expression of discomfort or dis­
like, including frowning, horizontal shaking of the head, and unfavor­
able comments. Such a response probably reflected an increase rather 
than decrease of subjective tension in response to the joke stimulus,
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and involved motivation on the part of subject to communicate dis­
approval of the joke to experimenter (0 points).
Nil - No response: Absence of discernible or scorable response.
In addition to lack of discernible vocal or facial response, this cate­
gory included those responses which were ambiguous, those vocalizations 
and facial movements expressing neither positive nor negative feeling 
about the joke (1 point).
FaS - Faint smile: A smile involving only the muscles at the
corners of the mouth, insufficient to expose the teeth markedly (2 
points) .
BrS - Broad smile; A smile involving several facial muscles. 
Wrinkling of the skin beside the eyes, opening of the mouth, and/or
prominent exposure of the teeth is characteristic of this response (3
points).
Swc - Smile with comment; A smile augmented by a favorable 
comment such as "that's very funny," or "that's a good one," (4 points).
Ch - Chuckle: Smile accompanied by a low intensity, typically
serial vocalization, and usually by some bodily movements particularly 
of the head and shoulders (5 points).
L - Laugh: Smile accompanied by explosive vocalization and
usually some bodily movement. The laugh involves a forceful expulsion 
of breath and impresses the observer as a particularly spontaneous and 
unrestrained response (6 points).
Inter-judge reliability coefficients for a similar scale have 
been reported from .82 to .97, employing the product-moment method
(Vidulich and Bayley, 1966). In the present study, inter-judge 
reliability between the male and female experimenter was calculated 
with an independent group of 11 subjects drawn from the same popula­
tion of male college students as were the experimental subjects. Each 
subject was administered twenty jokes by the male experimenter, while 
the female experimenter observed. Both experimenters rated the mirth 
response of subject, 220 pairs of ratings in all, which were corre­
lated by the product-moment method, yielding a coefficient of .94.
This indicates a highly satisfactory degree of agreement between the 
male and female experimenters in rating overt mirth, and those occa­
sional differences which did occur were of a random nature, indicating 
no trend toward higher or lower ratings by one experimenter. No 
significant differences between experimental groups would therefore be 
expected due to differences between raters .
This overt mirth rating was done inconspicuously during the 
experiment, while subject was rating the funniness of the joke on a 
5-point scale as follows: very funny (5); funny (4); passable (3);
unfunny (2); very unfunny (1).
This response measure was intended to reflect a more deliberate, 
considered, and subjective response of the subject to the joke. It is 
a less natural response than overt mirth, does not involve the same 
spontaneous release of energy, and does not serve the immediate com­
municative function served by the expression of amusement. Although 
less critical a response than overt mirth to both competing theories 
under investigation, the funniness ratings were included to distract
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the subject's attention from experimenter's interest in his overt 
response, and to provide a measure of subjective amusement indepen­
dent of the subject's personal style of expressive behavior.
Subjects
Men living in five fraternity houses at Louisiana State 
University in the spring of 1966 were used as subjects. Relative 
homogeneity of age, socioeconomic level, and general intellectual 
range may be assumed for this group. One hundred thirty men were 
rated by 108 raters. The proportion of men completing their ratings 
in the five fraternities were thirteen of sixteen, fifteen of twenty- 
one, twenty-five of thirty, twenty-five of thirty-one, and thirty of 
thirty-one, 84% in all. One hundred twenty of these subjects were 
employed in the experimental procedures, with ten subjects assigned to 
each cell of the experimental design.
Experimental Procedure
Following the peer rating procedure, subjects were divided at 
the median of their "tendency to joke" rating scores into two groups, 
designated "jokers" and "non-jokers."
Jokers and non-jokers were then assigned equally to each of 
six experimental settings where they were administered the forty 
jokes. Half the subjects received the jokes from a male experimenter 
and half from a female experimenter.
One third of the subjects received instructions orienting them 
to the aggressiveness of jokes, and were required to rate both the
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aggressiveness and the funniness of each joke, thereby alerting and 
maintaining attention to the aggressive component of the humor.
Another third of the subjects received instructions orienting 
them to the incongruity employed in joke technique, and were required 
to rate the jokes for "unexpectedness" of punch line as well as funni­
ness. This condition was designed as a control for the effects of 
task orientation independent of attention to tendentious content.
Another third of the subjects were required simply to rate the 
funniness of the jokes, serving as a control group without special 
orientation, and providing a measure of funniness for the jokes for 
this subject population independent of experimental instructions.
The jokes were administered at the fraternity houses. Each 
house provided a room for experimenter's use, frequently the powder 
room for female guests, which enabled experimenter to sit parallel 
with subject and observe his response in the mirror. Otherwise, 
experimenter sat across the table from subject. Each joke was handed 
to subject by experimenter, requiring him to respond individually to 
the joke offered in a somewhat personal manner.
While approximating in this way a.natural social structure in 
which jokes might be encountered, it was unnatural in certain signifi­
cant aspects, notably in subject's uncertainty of experimenter's 
personal opinion of the joke. This, it was hoped, would force subject 
to rely on the two sets of cues provided him: those related to the
sex of the experimenter, and those derived from the experimental in­
structions .
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The instructions and rating sheets provided for the three 
experimental orientations, experimenter's overt mirth rating sheet, 
and the jokes in order of presentation are included in Appendix B.
The category of each joke is specified.
The forty jokes required approximately fifteen minutes to ad­
minister. The control orientations were administered first, to avoid 
their inadvertent orientation to aggression through prior conversa­
tion with experimental subjects.
RESULTS
Peer Rating Erocedure
From the peer ratings each subject received a mean rating 
score along the 7-point scale of his tendency to engage in each of 
the social behaviors sampled. The peer rating scores for joking were 
then correlated with corresponding scores for the seven aggressive 
and affiliative behaviors, using the Pearson product-moment method.
The coefficients of correlation of joking with each behavior tendency 
are presented in Table 1.
It can be seen that joking was very highly correlated with 
conversational ability (r = .92, p 01). Correlations of joking with 
each type of aggressive behavior are positive, and with the exception 
of athleticism, significant beyond the .01 level of confidence. The 
correlation of joking and athleticism closely approaches significance 
at the .05 level of confidence, and is the only coefficient too small 
to denote a substantial relationship.
Table 1 lists the coefficients in descending order of magnitude, 
indicating that joking is most highly correlated with verbal forms of 
aggression. Among the verbally aggressive behaviors, joking is most 
highly correlated with the more directly aggressive and openly hostile 
behaviors. The highest correlation is with slander (r = .78), the 
most openly hostile of the verbal behaviors. Almost as highly
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TABLE 1
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN 
PEER RATINGS OF JOKING AND OF OTHER 
BEHAVIORAL TENDENCIES
Behavioral Tendency _r _£
Conversational ability .92 .01
Slander .78 .01
Argumentation .73 .01
Complaint writing .61 .01
Stubbornness .44 .01
Fighting .41 .01
Athleticism .17 ns
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correlated with joking was aggressive argumentation (r = .73), the 
most directly combative of the verbal behaviors. Somewhat less direct, 
and somewhat less highly correlated with joking, was the ability to 
write a forceful complaint (r = .61). Least highly correlated with 
joking was the least direct, most passive form of aggressive behavior 
in the verbal sphere, stubborn resistance to persuasion (r = .44).
Physical aggressiveness was less highly correlated with jok­
ing, but again the more direct form is apparently preferred by those 
who joke. The correlation of joking with the probability of fighting 
when minimally provoked was substantial (r = .41), while its correla­
tion with athleticism, a less directly hostile and combative variation, 
was slight although positive also (r = .17).
The distributions of peer rating scores for argumentation, com­
plaint writing, stubborness, and conversational ability were normal in
form. The distributions for slander, fighting, and joking were
unimodal, approximated normal form, but were somewhat negatively skewed. 
Only the distribution for athleticism departed significantly from 
normality. This distribution was somewhat rectangular and bimodal, 
with modal scores occurring on either side of the mean, and elevation 
of both tails.
Since the distribution for joking matched in form those for 
slander and fighting, the coefficients of correlation between these may 
be regarded as true estimates of population covariance. The discrep­
ancies in form between the joking distribution and those for the other
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variables indicate spuriously lowered coefficients which may be re­
garded as conservative estimates of the true population covariance.
Experimental procedure
A 2 x 3 x 2 experimental design was employed, comparing two 
experimenters (male and female), three instructional orientations, and 
two levels of the tendency to joke among subjects. Analyses of vari­
ance appropriate for a three dimensional, fixed constants design were 
calculated for each joke category and each response measure, employing 
within-cells variance as the estimate of error variance. The sub­
ject's mean funniness rating for each joke category, and his mean overt 
mirth response as rated by experimenter for each category, were the 
two response measures.
The five categories of jokes, those clearly hostile to males, 
clearly hostile to females, subtly hostile to males, subtly hostile to 
females, and non-hostile, were analyzed separately for each response 
measure, requiring ten analyses in all. In each analysis, jokers were 
compared with non-jokers, responses with the male and female experi­
menter were compared, and responses under orientation to aggressiveness, 
orientation to unexpectedness of the punch line, and orientation to 
funniness only were compared.
Mirth Response Scores
Numerous significant differences were obtained between overt 
mirth response scores of the experimental groups. For this response
measure, tables of means are presented for each joke category in 
Tables 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10. Individual cell means for jokers and non­
jokers under each treatment condition appear on the diagonal, with 
the combined mean for each treatment combination at the base of each 
diagonal. Combined means for each experimental orientation appear at 
the right, and for male and female experimenters at the bottom. Com­
bined means for jokers and non-jokers appear at the bottom right of 
the table, with the total combined mean at the base of this diagonal.
Summaries of the analyses of variance for mirth response 
scores for each joke category are presented in Tables 3, 5, 7, 9, and 
1 1 .
With jokes clearly hostile to males, visible enjoyment was 
greater with the male than the female experimenter, although this 
difference was significant at only the .10 level of confidence.
Jokers exceeded non-jokers (p-^.Ol), and a highly significant inter­
action effect (pC.001) was obtained between sex of experimenter and 
experimental orientation. Inspection of cell means presented in 
Table 2 indicates that orientation to aggression increased overt mirth 
with the male experimenter while inhibiting mirth with the female ex­
perimenter .
Comparison of these means by t test reveal significantly 
greater response under aggressive orientation than neutral orienta­
tions with the male experimenter (p<4.01), and significantly less 
response under aggressive than neutral orientations with the female 
experimenter (p<C.05).
TABLE 2
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR MIRTH RESPONSE
SCORES FOR JOKES CLEARLY HOSTILE TO MALES
MALE EXPERIMENTER FEMALE EXPERIMENTER COMBINED
Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers Non-Jokers Combined
AGGRESSIVENESS RATING TASK
Mean 3.34 1.60 2.47
SD .81 .60 .71
Mean 2.17 1.51 1.84
SD 1.00 .50 .75
Mean 2.76 1.56 2.16
SD .91 .55
UNEXPECTEDNESS RATING TASK
.73
Mean 1.76 2.44 2.10
SD .56 .63 .60
Mean 1.68 1.75 1.72
SD .69 .54 .62
Mean 1.72 2.10 1.91
SD .63 .59
FUNNINESS RATING ONLY
.61
Mean 2.14 2.03 2.09
SD .95 .63 .79
Mean 1.90 2.08 1.99
SD .77 .77 .77
Mean 2 .02 2 .06 2.04
SD .86 .70
COMBINED
.78
Mean 2.41 2.02 2.22
SD .77 .62 .70
Mean 1.92 1.78 1.85
SD .82 .60 .71
Mean 2.17 1.91 2.04
SD .80 .61 .71
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TABLE 3
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MIRTH
RESPONSE SCORES FOR JOKES CLEARLY
HOSTILE TO MALES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F £
Sex of E 1 2.08 2 .08 3.58 .10
Tendency to Joke 1 4.11 4.11 7.08 .01
Orientation 2 1.23 .62 -- ns
E Sex/Joking 1 .48 .48 -- ns
E Sex/Orientat. 2 13.74 6.87 11.84 .001
Joking/Orientat. 2 1.43 .72 ns
E Sex/Jkg/Orient. 2 3.57 1.79 3.08 .05
Within Cells 108 62.36 .58
Total 119 89.00
TABLE 4
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR MIRTH RESPONSE
SCORES FOR JOKES CLEARLY HOSTILE TO FEMALES
MALE EXPERIMENTER 
Jokers Non-Jokers Combined
FEMALE EXPERIMENTER 
Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers
COMBINED 
Non-Jokers Combined
AGGRESSIVENESS RATING TASK
Mean 2.90 1.52 2.21
SD .91 .43 .67
Mean 1.99 1.31 1.65
SD 1.15 .29 .72
Mean 2.45 1.42 1.93
SD 1.03 .36 .70
UNEXPECTEDNESS RATING TASK
Mean 1.83 1.67 1.75
SD .74 .51 .62
Mean 1.60 1.50 1.55
SD .49 .56 .53
Mean 1.72 1.59 1.65
SD .62 .54 .58
FUNNINESS RATING ONLY
Mean 1.87 1.75 1.81
SD .69 .52 .61
Mean 1.69 1.78 1.74
SD .67 .51 .59
Mean 1.78 1.76 1.77
SD .68 .52 .60
COMBINED
Mean 2 .20 1.65 1.92
SD .78 .49 .64
Mean 1.76 1.53 1.65
SD .77 .45 .61
Mean 1.98 1.59 1.79
SD .78 .47 .63
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TABLE 5
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MIRTH
RESPONSE SCORES FOR JOKES CLEARLY
HOSTILE TO FEMALES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F £
Sex of E 1 4.70 4.70 9.59 .01*
Tendency to Joke 1 2 .32 2.32 4.73 . 05**
Orientation 2 1.57 .79 -- ns
E Sex/Joking 1 .69 .69 -- ns
E Sex/Orientat. 2 6.09 3.05 6.22 .01*
Joking/Orientat. 2 1.28 .64 -- ns
E Sex/Jkg/Orient. 2 .64 .32 — ns
Within Cells 108 52.57 .49
Total 119 69.86
* .02 with p adjusted for heterogeneity of variance
** .10 with p adjusted for heterogeneity of variance
TABLE 6
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR MIRTH RESPONSE
SCORES FOR JOKES SUBTLY HOSTILE TO MALES
MALE EXPERIMENTER FEMALE EXPERIMENTER COMBINED
Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers Non-Jokers Combined
AGGRESSIVENESS RATING TASK
Mean 3.06 1.74 2.40
SD 1.07 .52 .80
Mean 1.66 1.28 1.47
SD .76 .35 .56
Mean 2.36 1.51 1.94
SD .92 .44 .68
UNEXPECTEDNESS RATING TASK
Mean 1.96 1.56 1.76
SD .32 .39 .36
Mean 1.30 1.64 1.47
SD .38 . 52 .45
Mean 1.63 1.60 1.62
SD .35 .46 .40
FUNNINESS RATING ONLY
Mean 1.92 1.91 1.92
SD .54 .49 .52
Mean 1.80 1.99 1.90
SD .57 .60 .59
Mean 1.86 1.95 1.91
SD .56
COMBINED
.55 .56
Mean 2.31 1.74 2.03
SD .64 .47 .56
Mean 1.59 1.64 1.61
SD .57 .49 .53
Mean 1.95 1.69 1.82
SD .61 .48 .55
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TABLE 7
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MIRTH
RESPONSE SCORES FOR JOKES SUBTLY
HOSTILE TO MALES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F £
Sex of E 1 2.08 2.08 5.47 .025
Tendency to Joke 1 5.13 5.13 13.50 .001
Orientation 2 2.50 1.25 3.28 .05
E Sex/Joking 1 2.94 2.94 7.73 .01
E Sex/Orientat. 2 5.23 2.62 6.89 .01
Joking/Orientat. 2 4.36 2.18 5.73 .01
E Sex/Jkg/Orient, 2 .75 .38 -- ns
Within Cells 108 41.11 .38
Total 119 64.10
TABLE 8
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR MIRTH RESPONSE
SCORES FOR JOKES SUBTLY HOSTILE TO FEMALES
MALE EXPERIMENTER FEMALE EXPERIMENTER COMBINED
Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers Non-Jokers Combined
AGGRESSIVENESS RATING TASK
Mean 2.74 1.60 2.22
SD 1.07 .43 .75
Mean 1.50 1.18 1.34
SD .91 .17 .54
Mean 2.17 1.39 1.78
SD .99
UNEXPECTEDNESS RATING
.30
TASK
.65
Mean 1.50 1.76 1.63
SD .37 .56 .47
Mean 1.58 1.58 1.58
SD .64 .45 • 55
Mean 1.54 1.67 1.61
SD .51 .51 .51
FUNNINESS RATING ONLY
Mean 1.80 1.56 1.68
SD .65 .52 .59
Mean 1.64 1.70 1.67
SD .77 .64 .71
Mean 1.72 1.63 1.68
SD .71
COMBINED
.58 .65
Mean 2.01 1.64 1.84
SD .70 .50 .60
Mean 1.57 1.49 1.53
SD .77 .42 .60
Mean 1.79 1.57 1.69
SD .74 .46 .60
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TABLE 9
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MIRTH
RESPONSE SCORES FOR JOKES SUBTLY
HOSTILE TO FEMALES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F £
Sex of E 1 1.59 1.59 3.45 .10
Tendency to Joke 1 2.64 2.64 5.73 .025*
Orientation 2 .45 .23 -- ns
E Sex/Joking 1 .61 .61 -- ns
E Sex/Orientat. 2 3.99 2.00 4.34 .025*
Joking/Orientat. 2 4.28 2.14 4.65 .025*
E Sex/Jkg/Orient. 2 1.46 .73 -- ns
Within Cells 108 49.40 .46
Total 119 64.42
.05 with p adjusted for heterogeneity of variance
TABLE 10
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR MIRTH RESPONSE
SCORES FOR NON-HOSTILE JOKES
MALE EXPERIMENTER FEMALE EXPERIMENTER COMBINED
Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers Non-Jokers Combined
AGGRESSIVENESS RATING TASK
Mean 2.55 1.62 2.09
SD .78 .48 .63
Mean 1.68 1.33 1.51
SD .68 .42 .55
Mean 2.12 1.48 1.80
SD .73
UNEXPECTEDNESS RATING
.45
TASK
.59
Mean 1.51 1.86 1.69
SD .40 .47 .44
Mean 1.56 1.96 1.76
SD .47 .60 .54
Mean 1.54 1.91 1.73
SD .44 .54 .49
FUNNINESS RATING ONLY
Mean 1.79 1.75 1.77
SD .78 .38 .58
Mean 1.72 1.76 1.74
SD .67 .48 .58
Mean 1.76 1.76 1.76
SD .72
COMBINED
.43 .58
Mean 1.95 1.74 1.85
SD .65 .44 .55
Mean 1.65 1.68 1.67
SD .61 .50 .56
Mean 1.80 1.71 1.76
SD .63 .47 .55
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TABLE 11
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
OF MIRTH RESPONSE SCORES
FOR NON-HOSTILE JOKES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F £
Sox of E 1 .59 .59 -- ns
Tendency to Joke 1 1.31 1.31 3.63 .10
Orientation 2 .46 .23 -- ns
E Sex/Joking 1 .06 .06 -- ns
E Sex/Orientat. 2 4.91 2.46 6.83 .01
Joking/Orientat. 2 2.11 1.06 2.94 ns
E Sex/Jkg/Orient. 2 .81 .41 _ _ ns
Within Cells 108 38.89 .36
Total 119 49.14
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A significant triple interaction effect (p^.05) was obtained 
with this joke category. The interaction effect between sex of ex­
perimenter and orientation was significantly greater for jokers than 
for non-jokers.
A similar pattern was obtained with jokes clearly hostile to 
females. However, with these jokes the difference between male and 
female experimenter was highly significant (p<.01), with response 
diminished in the presence of the female experimenter. These differ­
ences arose under aggressive orientation (p-sC.Ol). The response of 
jokers again exceeded that of non-jokers (p<<..05), a difference aris­
ing with the male experimenter and particularly under aggressive 
orientation. The interaction effect between sex of experimenter and 
orientation was again significant (p<1.01) due to heightened response 
with the male experimenter (pc.01) and diminished response with the 
female experimenter under aggressive orientation. (See Tables 4 and 
5.)
An F-max test (Winer, 1962) indicated heterogeneous variance 
for these jokes, arising due to wide variability under aggressive 
orientation with the male experimenter, and consistent lack of re­
sponse, producing almost negligible variability, among non-jokers under 
aggressive orientation with the female experimenter. All other cells 
were homogeneous in variance. If confidence levels are adjusted for 
heterogeneous variance (Norton, 1952) the main effect between male and 
female experimenter remains significant (p«C.02), as does its inter­
action with orientation (p<c:.02). The difference between jokers and
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non-jokers is not significant with adjusted confidence levels.
All main and two-factor interaction effects were significant 
with jokes subtly hostile to males. (See Table 7.) Response was 
greater with the male than female experimenter (p^~.025), an effect 
significant for jokers only (p^i.Ol). Jokers were more responsive 
than non-jokers (p<.001), but this was only significant with the 
male experimenter (p<T.01). The marked difference among jokers be­
tween male and female experimenter was not found with non-jokers and 
was even slightly reversed, producing a significant interaction effect
(p<.01).
With these jokes the experimental orientation produced their 
only significant main effect (p<..05), with response diminished under 
the neutral task ("unexpectedness") set.
Again,increased mirth under aggressive orientation with the 
male experimenter (p<.01, <h05) and somewhat decreased mirth with the 
female experimenter (NS) produced a significant interaction effect 
(p<C.01).
A significant interaction effect also occurred between ten­
dency to joke and orientation (p<.01), with aggressive orientation 
producing increased mirth for jokers (p*=^.01, <^.05) and decreased 
mirth for non-jokers (NS). The latter occurred only with the female 
experimenter, the former only with the male experimenter.
Jokes subtly hostile to females also produced heterogeneous 
variance by F-max test. This arose from two cells, with all other 
cells homogeneous in variance. The greater response of jokers under
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aggressive orientation with the male experimenter produced greater 
variability due to the increased range of expressive behavior in this 
experimental group, while non-jokers oriented to aggression with the 
female experimenter uniformly failed to respond, producing very little 
variability. Accordingly, levels of confidence were adjusted downward.
With these jokes the difference between male and female ex­
perimenter approached but did not obtain significance (p^.10).
Jokers again significantly exceeded non-jokers (p*C.05) with the male 
experimenter, particularly under aggressive orientation. The Sex of 
experimenter x Orientation interaction effect was again significant 
(p<.05), due to increased mirth among jokers with male experimenter 
and aggressive orientation, and decreased mirth among non-jokers with 
this orientation and female experimenter. The interaction effect be­
tween tendency to joke and orientation was also significant (p<.05), 
with aggressive orientation again producing increased mirth among 
jokers (pC.05) and decreased mirth among non-jokers. The former 
effect occurred with male experimenter only and the latter effect with 
female experimenter only. (See Tables 8 and 9.)
With non-hostile jokes no main effects were significant, and 
only the interaction between sex of experimenter and orientation was 
significant (p<C,01), making this the only trend consistent across all 
joke categories. Aggressive orientation facilitated mirth among 
jokers with the male experimenter, and inhibited mirth with the female 
experimenter, particularly among non-jokers. It is noteworthy that 
with these jokes alone sex of experimenter failed to approach
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significance as a main effect, and jokers failed to significantly 
exceed non-jokers. (See Tables 10 and 11.)
Summary of Results for Mirth Response Scores
A summary of all F ratios approaching or obtaining signifi­
cance, and their corresponding levels of confidence, is presented in 
Table 12.
It can be seen that hostile jokes tended to be enjoyed more 
with the male than female experimenter, an effect arising in all cases 
under aggressive orientation only, and most pronounced with jokes 
clearly hostile to females.
Hostile jokes were enjoyed by jokers more than non-jokers, a 
difference occurring largely with the male experimenter and largely 
under aggressive orientation.
Despite an overall tendency toward reduced mirth under "unex­
pectedness" orientation, this was significant only for jokes subtly 
hostile toward males. Confidence in this result is reduced by its 
failure to occur to a significant degree with other joke categories, 
but it is worth noting at least as a consistent trend.
Orientation to aggression produced no main effect, but was 
highly significant across all joke categories in interaction with sex 
of experimenter, producing increased mirth with the male experimenter, 
particularly among jokers, and decreased mirth with the female experi­
menter, particularly among non-jokers.
Significant interactions occurred between orientation and
TABLE 12
SUMMARY OF F RATIOS FOR MIRTH RESPONSE SCORES 
APPROACHING OR OBTAINING SIGNIFICANCE 
AND CORRESPONDING p VALUES
Host to 
Males
Host to 
Female s
Sub Lle
Host to 
Males
Subtle 
Host to 
Females
Non-Host
Sex of Experimenter 3.58 9.59* 5 .47* 3.45 --
Joking 7.08** 4.73 13.50** 5.73* 3.63
Orientation -- -- 3.28* -- --
Experimenter Sex/Joking — — 7.73** -- --
Experimenter Sex/Orientation 11.84** 6.22** 6.89** 4.34* 6.83**
Joking/Orientation — 5.73** 4.65* 2.94
Experimenter Sex/Joking/Orientation 3.08* —
* significant at .05 level of confidence
** significant at .01 level of confidence
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tendency to joke with subtly hostile jokes. With these jokes aggres­
sive orientation increased mirth among jokers while decreasing mirth 
among non-jokers.
Funniness Ratings
No significant F ratios were obtained between mean funniness 
ratings for the different experimental groups. The method of analysis 
was identical with that employed with overt mirth scores, with separate 
analyses calculated for each joke category. These estimations of sub­
jective amusement proved less responsive to all experimental variables 
than did experimenter's evaluation of overt, expressive response. 
Summaries of the five analyses of variance for funniness ratings are 
presented in Tables 13-17.
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TABLE 13
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF FUNNINESS
RATING SCORES FOR JOKES CLEARLY
HOSTILE TO MALES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F R
Sex of E 1 .05 .05 -- ns
Tendency to Joke 1 .06 .06 -- ns
Orientation 2 .22 .11 -- ns
E Sex/Joking 1 .05 .05 -- ns
E Sex/Orientat. 2 1.39 .70 2.33 ns
Joking/Orientat. 2 .18 .09 -- ns
E Sex/Jkg/Orient. 2 .38 .19 -- ns
Within Cells 108 32.34 .30
Total 119 34.67
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TABLE 14
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF FUNNINESS
RATING SCORES FOR JOKES CLEARLY
HOSTILE TO FEMALES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square I £
Sex of E 1 .03 .03 -- ns
Tendency to Joke 1 .10 .10 -- ns
Orientation 2 .42 .21 -- ns
E Sex/Joking 1 .32 .32 -- ns
E Sex/Orientat. 2 .15 .08 -- ns
Joking/Orientat. 2 .38 .19 -- ns
E Sex/Jkg/Orient. 2 .14 .07 -- ns
Within Cells 108 35.68 .33
Total 119 37 .22
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TABLE 15
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF FUNNINESS
RATING SCORES FOR JOKES SUBTLY
HOSTILE TO MALES
Sum of Mean
Source df Squares Square F £
Sex of E
Tendency to Joke 
Orientation 
E Sex/Joking 
E Sex/Orientat. 
Joking/Orientat. 
E Sex/Jkg/Orient,
1
1
2
1
2
2
2
.13
1.03
.45
.32
.01
.77
1.40
.13
1.03
.23
.32
.005
.39
.70
2.64
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
Within Cells
Total
108
119
42 .13 
46.24
.39
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TABLE 16
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF FUNNINESS
RATING SCORES FOR JOKES SUBTLY
HOSTILE TO FEMALES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F £
Sex of E 1 .05 .05 -- ns
Tendency to Joke 1 .39 .39 -- ns
Orientation 2 .18 .09 -- ns
E Sex/Joking 1 .11 .11 -- ns
E Sex/Orientat. 2 .46 .23 -- ns
Joking/Orientat. 2 .85 .43 -- ns
E Sex/Jkg/Orient. 2 .27 .14 -- ns
Within Cells 108 31.10 .29
Total 119 33.41
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TABLE 17
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF FUNNINESS
RATING SCORES FOR NON-HOSTILE JOKES
Sum of Mean
Source df Squares Square F £
Sex of E
Tendency to Joke 
Orientation 
E Sex/Joking 
E Sex/Orientat. 
Joking/Orientat. 
E Sex/Jkg/Orient,
1
1
2
1
2
2
2
.41
.002
.28
.04
.58
.17
.20
.41
.002
.14
.04
.29
.09
.10
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
Within Cells 108 30.96 .29
Total 119 32.64
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Aggressiveness Ratings
Experimental groups oriented to aggression were compared for 
their ability to recognize the prejudged aggressiveness of the jokes. 
The subject's mean aggressiveness rating on the 3-point scale of "non- 
aggressive" (1), "somewhat aggressive" (2), or "very aggressive" (3) 
for each joke category was the response measure. Mean ratings for all
A ' •
experimental groups are presented in Tables 18, 19, and 20.
2 x 2 x 2  analyses of variance were done with the hostile 
joke categories, comparing jokers with non-jokers, male experimenter 
with female experimenter, and male with female joke butts. This 
latter comparison was possible since visibility of hostility had been 
previously equated both for "clearly" and for "subtly" hostile jokes.
A 2 x 2 analysis of variance was done with non-hostile jokes, compar­
ing jokers with non-jokers and male experimenter with female experi­
menter. Summaries of these analyses are presented in Tables 21, 22, 
and 2 3.
With clearly hostile jokes, the jokers recognized or attributed 
more aggression to the jokes' content than did non-jokers (p<,05), a 
consistent trend with both experimenters although more pronounced with 
the male experimenter. Mean aggressiveness ratings were higher with 
the male than the female experimenter (p<.025), particularly among 
jokers.
Jokers also consistently attributed more aggressiveness to the 
subtly hostile jokes than did the non-jokers (p<C.05), but the differ­
ence between male and female experimenter was not significant.
TABLE 18
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR AGGRESSIVENESS
RATINGS FOR CLEARLY HOSTILE JOKES
MALE EXPERIMENTER 
Jokers Non-Jokers Combined
FEMALE EXPERIMENTER 
Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers
COMBINED 
Non-Jokers Combined
JOKES HOSTILE TOWARD MALES
Mean
SD
Mean
SD
Mean
SD
2.55
.35
2.18
.59
2.37
.47
2.10
.57
1.99
.40
2.05
.49
2.33
.46
2.09
.50
2.21
.48
JOKES HOSTILE TOWARD FEMALES
Mean
SD
Mean
SD
Mean
SD
2.34
.22
2.09
.50
2 . 2 2
.36
2.05
.46
1.90
.44
1.98
.45
2.20
.34
2.00
.47
2.10
.41
COMBINED
Mean
SD
Mean
SD
Mean
SD
2.45
.29
2.14
.55
2.30
.42
2.08
.52
1.95
.42
2.02
.47
2.27
.41
2.05
.49
2.16
.45
TABLE 19
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR AGGRESSIVENESS
RATINGS FOR SUBTLY HOSTILE JOKES
MALE EXPERIMENTER 
Jokers Non-Jokers Combined
FEMALE EXPERIMENTER 
Jokers Non-Jokers Combined Jokers
COMBINED 
Non-Jokers Combined
JOKES HOSTILE TOWARD MALES
Mean 2.04 1.92 1.98
SD .46 .53 .50
Mean 1.80 1.64 1.72
SD .54 .34 .44
Mean 1.92 1.78 1.85
SD .50 .44 .47
JOKES HOSTILE TOWARD FEMALES
Mean 1.92 1.87 1.90
SD .44 .39 .42
Mean 1.72 1.60 1.66
SD .44 .58 .51
Mean 1.82 1.74 1.78
SD .44 .49 .47
COMBINED
Mean 1.98 1.90 1.94
SD .45 .46 .46
Mean 1.76 1.62 1.69
SD .49 .46 .48
Mean 1.87 1.76 1.82
SD .47 .46 .47
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TABLE 20
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 
AGGRESSIVENESS RATINGS FOR 
NON-HOSTILE JOKES
Male
Experimenter
Female
Experimenter Combined
Jokers Mean 1.53 1.60 1.57
SD .41 .50 .46
Non-Jokers Mean 1.43 1.20 1.32
SD .34 .15 .25
Combined Mean 1.48 1.40 1.44
SD .38 .33 .36
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TABLE 21
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF
AGGRESSIVENESS RATING SCORES
FOR CLEARLY HOSTILE JOKES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F £
Sex of E 1 1.57 1.57 6.83 .025
Tendency to Joke 1 .97 .97 4.22 .05
Sex of Joke Butt 1 .24 .24 -- ns
E Sex/Joking 1 .16 .16 -- ns
E Sex/Butt Sex 1 .03 .03 -- ns
Joking/Butt Sex 1 .01 .01 -- ns
E Sex/jkg/Butt Sex 1 .03 .03 -- ns
Within Cells 73 16.55 .23
Total 80 19.56
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TABLE 22
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF
AGGRESSIVENESS RATING SCORES
FOR SUBTLY HOSTILE JOKES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F £
Sex of E 1 .25 .25 ns
Tendency to Joke 1 1.225 1.23 5.13 .05
Sex of Joke Butt 1 .105 .11 ns
E Sex/Joking 1 .015 .02 ns
E Sex/Butt Sex 1 .018 .02 ns
Joking/Butt Sex 1 .003 .00 ns
E Sex/Jkg/Butt Sex 1 .002 .00 ns
Within Cells 73 17.45 .24
Total 80 19.07
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TABLE 23
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF 
AGGRESSIVENESS RATING SCORES
FOR N0N-H0STILE JOKES
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F £
Sex of E 1 .064 .06 -- ns
Tendency to Joke 1 .625 .63 4.17 .05
Sex of E/Joking 1 .225 .23 -- ns
Within Cells 37 5.566 . 15
Total 40 6.48
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With non-hostile jokes the same effect occurred, with more 
aggression attributed to them by the jokers (p*^.05).
DISCUSSION
All original hypotheses were confirmed, employing overt mirth 
as the response measure. Overt mirth would seem the more critical 
response for both the "repression” and "social adaptation" positions. 
Freud (1905) specifically refers to energy discharge, the release 
through physical channels of energy which would otherwise be required 
for countercathexis. Thus, overt mirth would appear the response 
critical to a demonstration of his position.
Similarly, overt mirth is the normal social response to joking 
and should be the response most sensitive to social cues by the 
"social adaptation" position.
Past studies reporting a high degree of correspondence between 
overt mirth and funniness ratings or rankings (Wolff, Smith, and 
Murray, 1934; Redlich, Levine, and Sohler, 1951) have not attempted 
to vary the subject's orientation or social situation, by which overt 
mirth appears to be influenced. Doris and Fierman (1956), among the 
few previous investigators to vary the interpersonal setting of-joke 
presentation, report less discriminative power for the mirth response 
than for funniness ratings, apparently contradicting the present find­
ings. However, they employed both male and female subjects as well as 
male and female experimenters, combining all subjects with opposite 
sex experimenter for comparison with all subjects with same sex experi­
menter. This fails to differentiate males' response to females from
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females' response to males, thus introducing a prominent source of 
uncontrolled variance. Increased error variance would be anticipated 
particularly with the overt, more directly social response measure, 
since it is likely that the expressive behavior of males and females 
in a heterosexual social situation would differ more than would their 
less spontaneous and more deliberate funniness judgments. Vidulich 
and Bayley (1966) found a mirth response scale to be highly sensitive 
to variations in social setting, and found significant differences 
between male and female subjects in their response to such variations.
The present study, employing a homogeneous subject population, 
strongly indicates overt mirth to be the more sensitive and appropri­
ate response measure when social cues are varied, or when the rela­
tionship is varied in which the joke occurs.
When alerted to the jokes' aggression in the presence of the 
female experimenter, the subjects displayed inhibited mirth, particu­
larly with those jokes hostile to females. This supports the position 
that implicit social sanctions and the expectation of complicity are 
significant influences, since a male can probably expect complicity 
and approval of his aggression less reliably from a female than from 
another male, especially when the aggression is directed against a 
female.
Since this difference arose only when attention was directed 
to the jokes' aggression, it would appear that joke technique may well 
disguise aggression as Freud maintained. However, the interaction 
effect between orientation and sex of experimenter indicates that the
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orienting instructions functioned more as social than intrapsychic 
cues. Rather than arousing an overall, ego-defensive inhibition as 
the repression theory would predict, the instructions seemed rather 
to have alerted subject to the aspect of the jokes in which experi­
menter was interested, in the case of "aggressiveness" an aspect 
related to sex-linked social habits, in the case of "unexpectedness" 
an aspect not so related.
Recognition of aggression in the clearly hostile jokes was 
also somewhat diminished with the female experimenter, which sug­
gests that the joking disguise is more readily utilized in situations 
where the underlying tendency is less acceptable. This may well func­
tion through the mechanism proposed by Freud, with attention distracted 
by alternative aspects of the joke, but present results suggest that 
this mechanism is activated primarily by social cues and that joke 
enjoyment does not depend on it.
As a main effect, the "unexpectedness" rather than "aggres­
siveness" orientation produced the greatest impairment of mirth, 
probably due to arousal of a more cognitive, intellectual attitude 
toward the jokes. The "aggressiveness" orientation produced far more 
variability between experimental groups than did the control orienta­
tions, indicating that attitudes toward aggression vary considerably 
both with personality and social setting.
Increased mirth with the male experimenter and decreased mirth 
with the female experimenter under aggressive orientation occurred with 
non-hostile as well as hostile jokes, and was the only effect found
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significant with the former. The corresponding main effect between 
experimenters did not occur due to greater appreciation of non- 
hostile jokes under "unexpectedness" orientation with the female 
experimenter. This may have been due to the inclusion in this cate­
gory of several jokes involving naive remarks of children, with 
approval and appreciation by the female experimenter anticipated by 
subject. This would again reflect the influence of the subject's 
expectation of approval by experimenter of his mirth.
Aggressive orientation produced a general caution and inhibi­
tion of mirth with the female experimenter, particularly among non­
jokers, and an overall facilitation of mirth with the male experimenter, 
particularly among jokers.
The expectation of non-complicity by the female experimenter 
should the joke be unacceptably aggressive readily accounts for the 
inhibition observed. Facilitation of mirth with the male experimenter 
apparently involved an implicit permission to enjoy aggression con­
tained in the instructions, together with orientation to tendentious 
content. The instructions specified that jokes can be both funny and 
aggressive, thereby endorsing such jokes with the stamp of normality 
and providing expectation of approval by experimenter. This expecta­
tion may have been strengthened by the psychological background of 
the male experimenter. This possibility could be easily explored in 
a future study employing a psychologically trained female experimenter, 
but it is probably the sex difference which is crucial.
Thus, this experimental orientation seemed to imply permission
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to enjoy joke aggression in the presence of a male experimenter, 
while constituting a danger signal in the presence of the female ex­
perimenter. This suggests that instructions serve as a social cue 
which may vary in meaning in situations which arouse differing social 
expectations, and specifically supports the proposed influence of 
expected complicity as a condition for the enjoyment of jokes.
Freud (1905) believed that those employing and enjoying ag­
gressive tendentious jokes are characterized by sadistic strivings 
which are inhibited in everyday life. There is considerable evidence 
from the present study bearing on this question.
From Freud's position it would be predicted that subjects who 
commonly rely on joking as a means of expression of underlying ag­
gressive needs would display inhibition of more direct aggressive 
behavior.
The expression of aggression through joking may be inferred 
from the general tendency to joke. Among the joke preference cate­
gories identified by factor analysis, most are aggressive in content. 
Sexual jokes as well, it is argued by Freud (1905), are aggressively 
sexual. Doris and Fierman (1956) obtained substantial mean aggres­
siveness ratings on jokes rated primarily sexual, and even on jokes 
rated primarily nonsense, which demonstrates a widespread aggressive 
component even in jokes not exclusively or predominantly aggressive.
Rapp (1949) has attempted to trace the development of humor 
from the "thrashing laughter" of triumph through progressive socializa­
tion to ridicule which is an effort to achieve dominance without a
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direct clash, and through increasing humanization to the "affection­
ate ridicule" of humor and comedy. Wit, he proposes, originated in 
intellectual duel, progressed through the riddle which was once as 
popular as the joke is now, to the pun riddle or conundrum and finally 
to the pun or word-play joke. Thus, joking developed in his view 
from the progressive refinement of competitive aggression.
Psychoanalytic findings of humor development with superego 
maturation and increasing mastery of sadistic and masochistic im­
pulses suggests that a similar ontogenetic process may occur.
From these considerations it may be argued that consistently 
non-aggressive joking is highly unlikely if not impossible and that 
frequency of aggressive joking is largely a function of the general 
tendency to joke.
The results of the present study reveal a striking relation­
ship between joking and socially aggressive behavior, which is cer­
tainly compatible with the view that joking serves aggressive needs, 
and indicates that joking is a skill developed by socially aggressive 
personalities. Moreover, the substantial correlation of joking with 
direct aggressive behavior fails to support Freud's proposal of re­
pressed or inhibited aggression as its basis. In fact, the tendency 
to joke was most highly correlated with the most openly hostile and 
directly aggressive behaviors.
These findings, together with the very high correlation of 
joking with conversational skill, supports the view that joking is a 
social technique for handling aggression acquired by those highly
motivated to get along well with others. Subjects inclined to joke, 
despite their frequent relish for direct, even assaultive aggression 
when opportunity permits, are highly regarded as social companions 
able to maintain control and behave appropriately. Since joking seems 
most highly developed in aggressive individuals of considerable social 
skill, it seems likely as herein proposed that its development serves 
as an accommodation of aggressive and affiliative tendencies.
Those who joke not only display greater social aggressiveness, 
but are more comfortable with aggressive jokes when alerted to this 
aspect of the humor. Since this difference was significant for all 
categories of hostile joke and was not significant with non-hostile 
jokes, it strongly argues that greater enjoyment of aggression, rather 
than simply greater enjoyment of jokes, differentiates the joker from 
the non-joker.
The acceptability of joking aggression to the joker is clearly 
evidenced by his lack of defensiveness both in mirth response and 
recognition of aggression in the jokes. He consistently attributed 
more aggression to the jokes than did the non-joker, even to the ex­
tent of detecting subtle aggression in certain of the "non-hostile" 
jokes and making finer discriminations between these than were made by 
the original judges.
The joker not only more freely recognized but more freely en­
joyed the jokes' aggression, thereby openly acknowledging to the ex­
perimenter the compatibility of aggression with his concept of self.
Jokers also varied more in their response to social cues than
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did non-jokers. The consistently significant interaction between 
orientation and sex of experimenter arose largely from the wide dif­
ferences in the response of jokers under aggressive orientation to 
the male and female experimenter. It was predominantly the jokers who 
sensed permission to enjoy aggression with the male experimenter, 
while remaining circumspect with the female experimenter. Non-jokers 
showed greater inhibition with the female experimenter when oriented 
toward aggression, but the differences in their response to the ex­
perimental conditions were less pronounced.
This research consistently supports the view that joking is a
social skill developed in the service of aggressive and affiliative 
needs which might otherwise conflict, and that joking provides a 
circumvention of social rather than intrapsychic obstacles to the 
expression of aggression. It fails to support Freud's theory of re­
pression as a basis of joking, but is consistent with the classical 
views, the social corrective theories, and the theories such as 
Sully's (1907) emphasizing social function, which led to the theoreti­
cal position here proposed and investigated as an alternative to
Freud's .
These conclusions are necessarily limited to the subject popu­
lation of young, middle class males studied, and future research should 
attempt to extend these findings to a wider subject population. Repli­
cations with females and with subjects of different socioeconomic back­
ground are planned by the present author.
Further research is also needed on the psychological functions
of basic joke techniques. For example, the reward value of joke 
endings might be explored by comparison of learning rates for jokes 
and identical material without the joking punch lines. Further ex­
ploration of the social variables which influence joke enjoyment, 
toward development of a sound social psychological theory of joking, 
would also seem a promising area for future research. Contributions 
to our understanding of personality might result from further com­
parison of jokers with non-jokers, since joking appears strongly re­
lated to other measurable behavior dispositions. For example, the 
ability to temporarily suspend the "reality principle" through 
assumption of a playful mood probably constitutes a fundamental 
difference between jokers and non-jokers. Since joking may be re­
garded as a form of creativity (Koestler, 1964), personality differ­
ences associated with the capacity to joke may well illuminate the 
psychology of creative functioning as well as that of social adapta-
SUMMARY
The major non-psychoanalytic theories of humor were reviewed, 
and from these the principal concepts were extracted and summarized. 
Freud's theory was reviewed and was seen to differ from previous 
theories primarily in the emphasis assigned the role of the repressed 
personality in joking. A view alternative to Freud's was developed, 
emphasizing joking as a technique for the circumvention of social 
rather than ego defensive obstacles, in the service of ego syntonic 
rather than ego alien aggression. It was proposed that joking depends 
upon shared associations, shared expectations, and the release of 
shared inhibitions, therefore requiring a substantial degree of so­
cialization within any given group, and succeeds most readily in a 
social situation providing expectation of approval and complicity. 
Since jokes are predominantly aggressive, and simultaneously solicit 
complicity and positive interpersonal feelings, it was proposed that 
joking serves to accommodate aggressive and affiliative tendencies 
which might otherwise conflict.
It was predicted that both aggressive tendencies and affilia­
tive skills would characterize those who joke with regularity, and 
that aggressive tendencies would be overt, rather than inhibited as 
Freud had suggested. The tendency to joke was assessed by peer 
ratings in a fraternity population, and conversational skill, four 
varieties of verbally aggressive behavior, and two varieties of
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physically aggressive behavior were similarly assessed. The peer 
rating scores for joking were correlated with corresponding scores 
for each of the other behavior tendencies.
The obtained coefficient of correlation was very high between 
joking and conversational skill, substantial between joking and each 
measure of verbal aggression, and substantial between joking and the 
tendency to physically fight. On both verbal and physical levels of 
aggression, joking was most highly correlated with the more direct 
and openly hostile behaviors, thus strongly supporting the author's 
hypothesis and failing to confirm the position of Freud.
The importance of joke technique as a disguise for aggression 
had been emphasized by Freud, who viewed the success of this disguise 
as a necessary condition to joke enjoyment. However, if the principal 
function of joking is the circumvention of social obstacles rather 
than internal inhibitions, a joke's success would be expected to 
depend not upon failure to recognize its aggressiveness, but upon a 
social situation in which approval and complicity in this aggressive­
ness is anticipated.
A study of response to aggressive joke's was conducted, in 
which the experimental group was oriented toward the potential aggres­
siveness of jokes and was required to rate the aggressiveness of each 
joke, thus tending to defeat the joke's disguise. Jokes hostile to 
both males and females were used, and were administered half by a male 
and half by a female experimenter. Since all subjects were males, 
this provided two situations in which habitual control of hostile
aggression and the expectation of complicity were assumed to differ. 
Jokers and non-jokers were compared in their response to these con­
ditions. While each subject rated the funniness of the joke, the 
experimenter rated his overt display of mirth.
It was found that recognition of aggression in the jokes did 
not impair their enjoyment, but tended to facilitate mirth with the 
male experimenter while inhibiting mirth with the female experimenter 
Jokers exceeded non-jokers both in recognition and simultaneous enjoy 
ment of aggression in the jokes.
All significant differences arose with the overt mirth rating 
which proved a more sensitive response measure than funniness ratings 
under these experimental conditions. Overt mirth was considered the 
more critical response to both theories under investigation.
Results of both studies were interpreted in support of the 
author's hypotheses and in opposition to the hypothesis of repression 
as a basis of joking and joke enjoyment.
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APPENDIX A
Peer Rating Forms
This is a series of hypothetical situations. Following the 
description of each situation is a list of the men in your fraternity 
house.
After reading each situation, go down the list and check in 
the right hand parentheses those men who you think would be most 
likely to react in the manner described, or whom you would choose 
for the activity described.
Next, check in the left hand parentheses those men who you 
are reasonably sure would not react in the manner described, or whom 
you would be least likely to choose for the activity.
Using these men as standards of comparison, then go down the 
list and judge each remaining man somewhere in between. Remember, 
you are judging the probability of each man reacting in the described 
manner or performing well in the described activity. If it is a toss- 
up in your mind, check the center parentheses. If you judge a man to 
the right or left, check whether closer to the center or to the 
extreme.
Be sure to rate yourself as well, and place a check to the 
left of your own name on the first list.
1. The University has passed a rule which adversely affects your
fraternity. You have decided to submit a complaint through an article 
in the Daily Reveille. Who would you select to write the most forceful 
complaint on behalf of your fraternity?
2. You must choose a few men to represent your fraternity in an
all-around marathon of competitive athletics. Who would you choose?
3. You and a fraternity brother are members of a student council 
voting on a minor issue which nevertheless requires a unanimous vote. 
Your fraternity brother is the only holdout. You try to persuade him 
but he stubbornly resists a change of view. Who would this most likely 
be?
4. Your fraternity is entering representatives in a joking contest
with a $100 prize. Contestants are to be judged on spontaneous wit, 
ability to assume and maintain a joking attitude, and ability to tell 
appropriate jokes in a variety of situations. Who would you choose to 
represent your fraternity?
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5. You are in an argument and find yourself outnumbered four to
one. One of your fraternity brothers comes in and takes your side. 
Although still outnumbered, he is such a good, aggressive arguer that 
you come out on top. Who would this most likely be?
6. You and a fraternity brother have been chosen to entertain
two foreign visitors for an evening. You hope to have with you some­
one who is talkative and able to keep the conversation moving smoothly.
Which of your fraternity brothers would you prefer to have with you?
7. Following an embarrassing defeat of Tulane by LSU, several 
Tulane and LSU students become involved in a skirmish in the French 
Quarter. One of your fraternity brothers comes along and a provoca­
tive remark is directed at him. Without hesitation he jumps into 
the thick of it. Who would this most likely be?
8. Two of your fraternity brothers have fallen out. One has become 
very disparaging, bad mouths the other at nearly every opportunity, 
and spares no strong language in doing so. Who would this most 
likely be?
Phil Adams 
Don Botkin 
Mel Cape11 
Fred Dedon 
Harvey Diamond 
Bobby Dupree 
John Fairbanks 
Jerry Frampton 
Joe Gilinsky 
Mike Hambrick 
Greg Hamer 
Leroy Hartley 
Mike Howell 
Augie Huber 
Tom Hughes 
Andy Marczak 
John Meeks 
Harold Moise 
Buck Mosely 
Dick Mosely 
Tim Pardue 
Allan Phillips 
Elliot Prados 
Kit Reed 
Eldredge Roark
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APPENDIX B
Experimental Materials 
LIST OF JOKES
Joke Category
1. A customer in an expensive restaurant tied his 
napkin under his chin. Amazed, the owner instructed
the waiter to give him a tactful hint. The waiter HM^
walked over and asked politely, "Pardon me, sir, but 
do you want a shave or a haircut?"
2. "Teacher," asked Billy, "do you think it's right
to punish someone for something he didn't do?" ^
"Certainly not," replied his teacher, "that would NH
be very unjust."
"I'm sure glad you feel that way," said Billy with 
relief, "cause I didn't do my homework."
3. "You'd better say your prayers, son," admonished a
young mother, "or you might not go to heaven." SHF^
"But mom," replied the boy, "I don't want to go to 
heaven. I'd a lot rather go with you."
4. A young woman was approached by a panhandler. "I'm 
sorry," she said, "I haven't any money, sir, but I can
offer you some good advice." HF^
"Lady," the panhandler replied, "with your finan­
cial problems, I couldn't put much faith in your 
advice
5. "And how did you find your steak, sir?" inquired the 
waiter.
"I was just lucky," replied the customer. "I HM
happened to look under the parsley, and there it was."
■^ ■Clearly Hostile to a Male 
^Non-Hostile
Subtly Hostile to a Female 
^Clearly Hostile to a Female
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6. "What did you learn in Sunday school today?" 
asked the father routinely.
"We learned about a cross-eyed bear named 
Gladly," was his son's reply.
"What do you mean?" asked the incredulous 
father.
"That's right," replied the boy. "We learned 
a song about him called 'Gladly the cross I'd 
bear. '"
7. The young man was not pleased with his blind 
date. She, however, was quite taken with him, 
and gazing at him on the terrace, sighed,
"Couldn't you be happy with a girl like me?"
"Perhaps," he conceded, "if she weren't too 
much like you."
8. A farm girl and boy were strolling in his father's 
fields, when they came across a cow and a calf 
nuzzling amorously. "I'd sure like to be doing 
that," remarked the boy suggestively.
"Well, why not?" encouraged the girl. "After all, 
she's your cow."
9. Two old friends met and discovered that each had 
married. "What is your wife like?" asked one.
"An angel, a perfect angel," declared the other.
"You're sure lucky," said the first enviously. 
"Mine's still alive. "
10. Queen Elizabeth of England was known as the 
virgin queen. She was considered very successful 
as a queen.
11. The poor but happy artist pointed to an elderly 
woman in the next room, and remarked to a fellow 
artist, "I owe a lot to that old lady."
"Your mother?" inquired his companion.
"No," said the first artist, "my landlady."
12. Senator Stevens of Georgia weighed less than eighty 
pounds, the smallest and one of the most articulate 
men in the Senate. A huge opponent, frustrated in
Category
NH
HF
SHM5
HF
SHF
^Subtly Hostile to a Male
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debate, once roared, "Why, I could swallow you, and 
never even know I'd eaten!"
"In that case," Stevens replied, "you'd have more 
brains in your belly than you've ever had in your 
head."
13. "My lineage has been traced all the way back to 
Charlemagne," declared the young blueblood.
"I suppose you'll be telling us next they were 
on the ark with Noah," commented a skeptical 
listener.
"Certainly not," was the immediate reply. "My 
people had a boat of their own."
14. A young woman was disputing her fare with a taxi
driver. "Don't you tell me," she argued, "I haven't 
been riding in taxis all these years for nothing, 
you know."
"I suppose not," agreed the driver, "but I'll 
bet you've given it a good try."
15. A man on a plane was admiring the enormous diamond 
worn by a lovely passenger next to him. "This is the 
Kaufman diamond," she explained. "Like the Hope
diamond, it comes with a curse."
"What is the curse on this one?" he inquired.
"Mr. Kaufman," she replied.
16. Two heavy drinkers had wandered away from a ski 
lodge without the full use of their faculties, and 
became lost in the mountains.
After three days, one of them spotted a St. Bernard 
dog with a keg of brandy on his neck coming toward 
them. "Look," he said with relief, "man's best 
friend is here."
"Yeah," said the other with equal relief, "and I'm 
sure glad to see that dog, too."
17. A young man was being teased by his girl friend 
about his habit of wearing brightly colored socks.
"But after all," he said, "everyone has his own 
peculiarity, even you, I imagine."
"For example?" she challenged.
"Well, which hand do you stir your coffee with?" he 
asked.
"My right hand," she replied
"Well, then that is your peculiarity," he explained. 
"Most people use a spoon."
Category
HM
SHM
HF
HM
NH
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18. "I'll give you just three days to pay your rent," 
said the landlady.
"Fine," replied her tenant, "I'll take Christmas, 
Easter, and Labor Day."
19. "You should be ashamed of yourself," complained
the father to his loafing son. "When George Washington 
was your age he had become a surveyor and was hard at 
work."
"And when he was your age," his son reminded him, "he 
was President of the United States."
20. A mother was grocery shopping with her small son, 
and the grocer invited the boy to help himself to a 
handful of cherries. To the mother's surprise the 
boy seemed bashful, so ghe grocer scooped up a 
handful which the boy eagerly received in his extended 
cap.The mother later asked her son why he had not 
taken the cherries when first offered. "Because his 
hand was bigger than mine," was the reply.
21. The angry motorist, stopped for speeding, called 
the officer an ass. He was later rebuked for this in 
traffic court. "Well then," said the motorist, "if I 
cannot call an officer an ass, can I call an ass an 
officer?"
"I suppose so, if it gives you any satisfaction," 
said the judge.
"Very well," said the motorist turning to the 
arresting policeman, "Good morning, officer."
22. "How do you like your new sister?" inquired one 
little boy of another.
"OK," was the reply, "but I wish she was a boy."
"Well, why don't you exchange her for a brother?" 
suggested the first boy.
"Can't," explained the second. "It's too late 
now. We've used her for three days."
23. The butcher burst into the lawyer's office. "If a
dog steals a piece of my meat, is his owner liable?" 
he demanded.
"Certainly," replied the lawyer.
"Well, your dog just took a $4 steak," said the 
butcher.
"I see," said the lawyer. "In that case I'll only
charge you a dollar for this $5 consultation."
Category
SHF
HM
NH
HM
NH
SHM
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24. "It looks like a storm coming up," said the young 
hostess. "You'd better stay for dinner."
"Thanks," replied the guest, "but I don't think 
it looks bad enough for that."
25. "Momma, do people who tell lies go to heaven?"
"No, son, I don't suppose they do."
"Has dad ever told a lie?"
"Oh, a few I suppose."
"Do you ever tell a lie, momma?"
"Well, now and then I have."
"Doesn't just about everyone tell a lie some time?"
"Yes, I would think so."
"Well, doesn't it get lonely up there for God and
George Washington?"
26. The angry judge pointed his cane at the prisoner 
before him. "There's a scoundrel at the end of this 
cane," he declared.
"At which end, your honor?" inquired the prisoner.
27. A beautiful woman once wrote to G. B. Shaw, sug­
gesting that they were eugenically well suited to 
produce offspring together. "Think of it," she wrote,
"a child with my body and your brain."
Shaw is said to have replied, "But suppose the 
child was so unlucky as to have my body and your brain?"
28. Daniel Webster was a dinner guest, and the hostess 
was concerned with his lack of appetite, commenting on 
this continuously. Webster finally addressed her in 
his senatorial voice, "Madame, permit me to assure you 
that I sometimes eat more than at other times, but 
never less."
29. A psychologist was once asked if he believed in 
lie-detecting machines. "Yes," he answered, "I 
married one."
30. The generous drinker ordered drinks all around the 
bar, including the bartender. After the 5th round the 
uneasy bartender asked if this would be cash or a credit 
card. "Neither," was the reply. "I've got no money or 
credit." The enraged bartender seized him and threw 
him out the door.
The following night the same man returned, and again 
ordered drinks all around, "but none for you," he said 
to the bartender, "because when you drink you get nasty."
Category
HF
NH
HM
HF
SHF
HF
SHM
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31. The weekend guest was leaving, and reminded the 
chauffer not to let him miss his train. "Don't 
worry, Sir," replied the chauffeur, "Madame said if 
I did it would cost me my job."
32. The history lesson was on the early presidents, 
and the teacher asked what was Washington's Farewell 
Address. After some deliberation, one little boy 
offered, "It must have been heaven, ma'am."
33. "That couple down the street is certainly affec­
tionate," commented a young wife to her husband.
"Every morning when he leaves they kiss and embrace.
Why don't you ever do that?"
"What do you mean?" exclaimed the husband. "I 
don't even know the woman."
34. An attractive young woman was enjoying success in 
her new acting career. At a cocktail party she was 
boring anyone she could corner with her self- 
congratulations. "Do you know," she confided to a 
trapped listener, "that I was offered $2000 a week 
this year to remain in New York?"
"Is that so?" inquired the listener with apparent 
interest. "And did the offer come from Hollywood?"
35. A taxpayer wrote to the Internal Revenue Service, 
confessing:
"Gentlemen: Ever since my 1962 tax return, I've
had a guilty conscience for cheating. I just can't 
sleep. So, enclosed find my check for $500. In case 
I still can't sleep, I'll send you the balance."
36. The candidate was campaigning in a rural area, and 
was boasting of his knowledge of farming. "I can plow, 
harvest, shoe horses, and milk cows," he claimed. "In 
fact, I challenge any of you to name something on a farm 
that I can't do."
There was silence until a voice in the rear inquired, 
"Can you lay an egg?"
37. A Nevada Indian chief had run into a streak of bad 
luck while gambling in Las Vegas. He climbed atop a 
nearby hill and sent smoke signals to his tribe re­
questing additional funds. The skeptical tribe 
signalled back, "For what purpose?" Before the chief 
could reply, an atomic test was detonated in the 
desert, sending up an enormous mushroom cloud. The
Category
IM
NH
SHF
HF
NH
HM
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tribe quickly signalled, "All right, all right, 
sending money. Just don't holler."
38. The middle-aged man came to the breakfast table
briskly. "I feel ten years younger after a good shave HM
in the morning," he declared.
"In that case," suggested his wife, "why don't you 
try shaving before bed at night?"
39. Upon overhearing his doctors voicing misgivings
over their anticipated fees as he lay gravely ill, SHM
Oscar Wilde is said to have remarked, "It would
appear that I am dying beyond my means."
40. The young actor finally landed a part in a Broadway 
show. Excitedly he called his best friend, a married 
graduat-e student, to break the good news. "I play a HF 
student in exactly your situation," he explained, "with
his wife putting him through school."
"Good for you," encouraged his friend. "Impress the 
critics and next time you may get a speaking part."
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As you have probably noticed, jokes are often aimed at a 
person, group of persons, or institution such as marriage, religion, 
etc. Jokes having such a butt are aggressive in nature. The point 
of such a joke, revealed by the punch line, may be the defeat of an 
adversary (as in the case of a witty retort), ridicule of a third 
person, group, or institution, or some such aggressive purpose.
You will be shown 40 jokes which are being developed into a 
test of humor preference. We are interested in comparing these jokes 
for both funniness and aggressiveness.
After reading each joke, rate both the degree of aggressive­
ness you feel it expresses, and your opinion of its funniness.
AGGRESSIVENESS FUNNINESS
very somewhat not 
agg. agg. agg,
very very
funny funny passable unfunny unfunny
1.
2 .
1 .
2 .
3.
4.
5.
6 . 
7.
3.
4.
5.
6 . 
7.
9.
10.
11 .
12 .
13.
14.
15.
16.
9.
1 0 .
1 1 .
12.
13.
14.
15. 
16 .
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AGGRESSIVENESS FUNNINESS
very somewhat not 
agg. agg. agg,
very very
funny funny passable unfunny unfunny
17.
18.
19.
20 .
21 .
2 2 .
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
Please brief
17.
18.
19.
20 .
2 1 .
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
y write your comments about the jo ces, t le rating task,
or any other aspect of this procedure:
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All jokes involve an element of surprise or unexpectedness. 
This is achieved through an incongruity or contrast between the body 
and the punch line. The body establishes an expectation or frame of 
reference, which is then surprised by the punch line.
You will be shown 40 jokes which are being developed into a 
test of humor preference. We are interested in comparing these jokes 
for both funniness and the unexpectedness of the punch line.
it
After reading 
achieves, and your
each joke, rate 
opinion of its
both the unexpectedness you 
funniness.
UNEXPECTEDNESS FUNNINESS
very somewhat 
unexp. unexp. exp ,
very
funny
very
funny passable unfunny unfunn
1. ( ) ( ) ( ) 1. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
2. ( ) ( ) ( ) 2. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
3. ( ) ( ) ( ) 3. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
4. ( ) ( ) ( ) 4. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
5. ( ) ( ) ( ) 5. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
6. ( ) ( ) ( ) 6. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
7. ( ) ( ) ( ) 7. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
8. ( ) ( ) ( ) 8. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
9. ( ) ( ) ( ) 9. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
10. ( ) ( ) ( ) 10. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
11. ( ) ( ) ( ) 11. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
12. ( ) ( ) ( ) 12. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
13. ( ) ( ) ( ) 13. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
14. ( ) ( ) ( ) 14. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
15. ( ) ( ) ( ) 15. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
16. ( ) ( ) ( ) 16. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
17. ( ) ( ) ( ) 17. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
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UNEXPECTEDNESS FUNNINESS
very very very
unexp. unexp. exp. funny funny passable unfunny unfunny
18. ( ) ( ) ( ) 18. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
19. ( ) ( ) ( ) 19. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
20. ( ) ( ) ( ) 20. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
21. ( ) ( ) ( ) 21. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
22. ( ) ( ) ( ) 22. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
23. ( ) ( ) ( ) 23. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
24. ( ) ( ) ( ) 24. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
25. ( ) ( ) ( ) 25. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
26. ( ) ( ) ( ) 26. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
27. ( ) ( ) ( ) 27. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
28. ( ) ( ) ( ) 28. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
29. ( ) ( ) ( ) 29. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
30. ( ) ( ) ( ) 30. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
31. ( ) ( ) ( ) 31. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
32. ( ) ( ) ( ) 32. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
33. ( ) ( ) ( ) 33. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
34. ( ) ( ) ( ) 34. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
35. ( ) ( ) ( ) 35. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
36. ( ) ( ) ( ) 36. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
37. ( ) ( ) ( ) 37. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
38. ( ) ( ) ( ) 38. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
39. ( ) ( ) ( ) 39. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
40. ( ) ( ) ( ) 40. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
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You will be shown 40 jokes which are being developed into a 
test of humor preference. We are interested in your opinion of the 
funniness of each joke.
very
funn
1. 
2 .
3.
4.
5.
6 .
7.
8 .
9.
funny passab unfunny
very
unfunny
10 .
11 .
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
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very
funny funny passab
21. ( ) ( ) (
2 2. ( ) ( ) (
23. ( ) ( ) (
24. ( ) ( ) (
25. ( ) ( ) (
2 6. ( ) ( ) (
27. ( ) ( ) (
28. ( ) ( ) (
29. ( ) ( ) (
30. ( ) ( ) (
31. ( ) ( ) (
32. ( ) ( ) (
33. ( ) ( ) (
34. ( ) ( ) (
35. ( ) ( ) (
36. ( ) ( ) (
37. ( ) ( ) (
38. ( ) ( ) (
39. ( ) ( ) (
40. ( ) ( ) (
very
e unfunny unfunny
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Overt Mirth Response Rating Sheet
1. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
2. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
3. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
4. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
5. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
6 . L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
7. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
8. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
9. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
10. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
11. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
12. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
13. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
14. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
15. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
16. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
17*. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
18. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
19. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
20. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
21. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
22. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
23. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
24. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
25. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
26. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
27. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
28. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
29. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
30. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
31. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
32. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
33. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
34. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
35. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
36. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
37. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
38. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
39. L Ch Swc BrS FaC NR A
40. L Ch Swc BrS FaS NR A
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